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Chapter 1
Introduction

The literature was replete with examples that society as a whole and certainly
the organizations within it had undergone unprecedented change since the advent of
the last millennium. Advances in technology, mobility, communications, education

levels and competition revolutionized the way that people lived and worked (Barker,

1992; Mirvis, 1993; Verespej, 1995; Waitely, 1995). The transformation of
organizations required the establishment of a different relationship between the
worker and the organization (Drucker, 1995), and this change precipitated a new role

for human resource development in many organizations (McLagan, 1989).
External societal changes were also impacting higher education, and the

academy was slowly responding to increasing pressures for reform (Dolence &
Norris, 1995; Guskin, 1996; Pew Higher Education Research Program, 1993c;

Wingspread Group, 1993). Over 200 colleges and universities were engaged in
efforts to fundamentally change the delivery systems or structures of higher education

(Guskin, 1996), but little was known about the role human resource development
played in academia. This study was designed to create baseline data about that role.
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Background
Human Resources and the Workplace
The significant changes in society had influenced the entire workplace and the

workforce within it (Davis & Botkin, 1994; “The Future of Workplace Learning”,
1994; Matthes & Ettorre, 1993; Mirvis, 1993; Reich, 1993; Verespej, 1995). In the
last decade change accelerated and caused a significant reduction of workforce and

rethinking of the fundamental ways that business was conducted (Barker, 1992;
Mirvis, 1993; Stalk, Evans & Shulman, 1992; Waitley, 1995).
To achieve new service objectives and to compete in the complex global

economy, the contemporary workplace was shifting from an emphasis on the trainer
to an emphasis on the learner, from hierarchies to team structures, from large

companies to small units and from control to empowerment (Brand, 1993; Davis &

Botkin, 1994; “The Future of Workplace Learning”, 1994; Minds, 1993; Verespej,

1995; Waitley, 1995). The value of an employee was shifting from an emphasis on
the tasks that a person could perform to a focus on what a person knew and how that

person could use information (Brinkerhoff & Gill, 1994; Drucker, 1995). A 1990
study conducted for the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD) and
the U. S. Department of Labor concluded that competitive organizations in the new

economy would be those which created cultures for workers to learn and to solve
complex problems (Brinkerhoff & Gill, 1994).
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The new workforce was a reflection of the current society performing more
work which was knowledge-based rather than industrial (Drucker, 1995) and

employees operating as knowledge workers rather than in traditional management

structures (Peters, 1992). The distinction between “work” and “learning” blurred

(Brinkerhoff & Gill, 1994) as did the distinction between managers and employees

(Lawler, 1994). The literature was consistent in its prediction that continuous
learning would receive increased priority from management in this new environment

(Brinkerhoff & Gill, 1994; “The Future of Workplace Learning”, 1994; Matthes &

Ettorre, 1993; Reich, 1993; Verespej, 1995; Waitley, 1995).

Another aspect of contemporary workplaces was the growing emphasis on
systems-wide thinking and the integration of knowledge (Brinkerhoff & Gill, 1994;

Peters, 1992; Senge, 1990a, 1993). Whereas the industrial age promoted
specialization and fragmentation, modem day theorists questioned the wisdom of

such a mindset and operational paradigm. Contemporary organizations addressed the
non-linear and complex issues which faced them through the implementation of a

knowledge-based focus and organization-wide integration of functions (Drucker,

1995; Peters, 1992; Senge, 1990a). While systems thinking and organizational
learning are not new concepts (Argyris, 1960, 1982; Argyris & Schon, 1978), the

popularization of its methodology following the publication of Senge’s The Fifth
Discipline (1990a) brought it to the forefront of contemporary management literature.

i
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The literature was replete with examples of organizations that were striving to

integrate continual learning and systems-thinking to transform their workplace into a

learning organization (Atkinson, 1994; Beckhard & Pritchard, 1992; Bencivenga,

1995; Chawla & Renesch, 1995; Juechter, 1993; McGill & Slocum, 1993; Mullen &
Lyles, 1993; Nevis, DiBella & Gould, 1995; Ray & Rinzler, 1993; Senge, 1990b;

Ulrich, von Glinow & Jick, 1993; Wick & Leon, 1993, 1995). Growing complexity
and continual change in the workplace increased the demand for continuous learning
and placed an increased emphasis on structured self-reform (Pew Research Program,

1993c).
The increased focus on organizational learning, empowerment, teams,
integration and employee development are also predicted to have “major

consequences” for the work of human resource professionals (Jackson & Schuler,

1995, p. 245). The implementation of continuous learning would require human

resource development to become a central function in the organization, not just a
support function (London, 1992).

Higher Education

Higher education was not immune to the influences of demographic and
cultural shifts and faced its own set of pressures from external forces. The 22 higher

education leaders who participated in the Pew Higher Education Roundtable outlined

how their institutions were being shaped by this complex mix of external changes
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(Pew, 1993c). As part of the Pew Foundation Higher Education Research Program,
roundtable participants recounted that reductions in funding, changing student

profiles, a demand for increased quality and service, the explosion of new
technologies and the increase in consumerism had influenced higher education and

been the external impetus for internal change. The pressure to change had been

intense and significant; higher education was facing one of its most severe outcries of

public criticism and calls for reform (Association of Governing Boards of

Universities and Colleges [AGB], 1994; Brand, 1993; Elfin & Harvey, 1994; Palmer
& Adams, 1992; Pew Research Program, 1993a, 1993c; Wingspread Group, 1993).

Zemsky (1993), director of the Institute for Research on Higher Education,

believed that consumerism was changing the process of how colleges function.
Institutions were becoming increasingly competitive and had taken steps to respond to

consumer-driven demands (Entner, 1993; Fisher, 1993; Pew Research Program,
1993a; Shaw, 1993; Zemsky, 1993). With businesses and education operating in a

market-driven world, there had been an increased emphasis on providing service and
meeting customer demands (Davis & Botkin, 1994; “The Future of Workplace
Learning”, 1994; Vande Berg, 1993). Pew Roundtable participants expressed the

belief that what was being demanded by the public was not just greater efficiency in

the existing methods of institutional business but a willingness to consider entirely

new paradigms in order to better serve students (Pew Research Program, 1993a). The
traditional higher education structure was aligned with society’s needs when business
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was in the Industrial Age, but now needed to transform to serve Information Age
learners (Dolence & Norris, 1995).

Human Resources in Higher Education
Personnel work on college campuses had undergone significant changes since
the earliest days when it involved little more than quarterly payroll for the professors

and their assistants (Mackie, 1990). At that time, the institutions themselves were
simple in structure, and non-faculty positions were few (Harkness, 1965). Although
the complexity of the personnel function grew, until the 1970s human resources for

staff was absorbed into the work of administrators who had other responsibilities,

while the faculty retained control of personnel administration for its own people
(Mackie, 1990).
In the earlier days, both on campus and in business, personnel was considered
a paperwork and support function, more concerned with “processing” people and
paper than being involved in behavioral modification or system-wide culture changes

(Mirvis, 1993). Personnel administration was one of the last areas on campus to
become a specialty area, and college personnel administrators did not have a formal

inter-campus meeting until 1947 (Harkness, 1965). Since its inception, college

personnel work has encompassed functions such as recruiting, selecting, testing,

forecasting of need, placing, administering salaries, evaluating, record keeping and
training (Harkness, 1965). Throughout the years the scope of the human resources
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positions has grown so that now the role of human resource development has become
“pivotal to organizational success” (London, 1992, p. 61). On contemporary college

campuses, Holmes (1991) noted that many administrators had a limited understanding

of human resources and the comprehensive role of human resource development in an
institution. Viewing human resources as a specialized function limited the

contributions other administrators could make to the institution (Holmes, 1991).
Pouge (1993) noted that “the challenge of increasing human effectiveness is emerging
as the remaining frontier, offering competitive advantage to colleges and universities

most successful in channeling human talent and energy into constructive outlets” (p.
50). As higher education faced challenges similar to those faced by many businesses

(Breneman, 1993), the role of human resource development might be changed on
campus to parallel the growing workplace emphasis on organizational learning and
knowledge-based employees.

Support for the idea of increasing attention to employees in higher education
was echoed in a research report commissioned by the National Association of College

and University Business Officers (NACUBO). Towers Perrin /NACUBO surveyed

372 institutions and reported that “the business and financial officers surveyed here
suggest that the real opportunity for improving financial control lies in better people
management” (Towers Perrin, 1996, p. 4). The respondents identified the top ten
items which were important to the success of human resource management at their

institutions now and in the year 2000. While 90% reported that rewarding and
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retaining good staff was the highest human resource management priority for their
institution, only 37% reported that they were currently effective in achieving that goal

(Towers Perrin, 1996). The respondents ranked the ten priority items in the exact
same order for 1995 as they predicted for 2000; however, the extent of importance

increased for all ten items during the remaining part of the decade (Towers Perrin,

1996). The ten areas ranked as most important to human resource management in
higher education were the ability to: (a) compete for “the right people”, (b) reward

and retain the best performers, (c) improve efficiency, (d) control staffing levels, (e)

ensure internal equity, (f) foster unbiased environment, (g) develop/offer training, (h)
link total compensation to institutional success, (i) succession planning and (j)

work/family programs (Towers Perrin, 1996, p. 13). The NACUBO study found that

53% of the respondents reported that their institutions were effective in controlling
staffing levels, but less than half of the respondents reported that they currently
achieved effectiveness in any of the other nine human resource management priority

areas (Towers Penin, 1996).

Human Resource Development Research

The American Society for Training and Development (ASTD) sponsored three

major studies to define the human resource development field (Rothwell & Sredl,

1992). The first empirical study of human resource development, A Study of
Professional Training and Development Roles and Competencies (1978), was based

9

upon survey results from 3,000 human resource development professionals and
resulted in the identification of 14 major activities of human resource practitioners
(Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). A second study in 1983, Models for Excellence, identified
15 key roles and 102 work outputs performed in human resource development (HRD)

work (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). The third competency study, Models for HRD
Practice, was conducted in 1989 and was the basis for the current definition of roles

held by human resource development professionals (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).
Models for HRD Practice defined 11 roles which were linked to role clusters,

competencies and outputs (McLagan, 1989; McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The
competencies were a result of revisions which were initially suggested by an ASTD
competency task force, then modified in two phases: first by 705 role experts, and

then again by 473 practitioners (McLagan, 1989; McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989).
The key HRD outputs by role as identified in the 1989 ASTD competency study were

defined as follows: (a) Administrator, (b) Evaluator, (c) HRD Manager, (d) HRD
Materials Developer, (e) Individual Career Development Advisor, (f) Instructor/
Facilitator, (g) Marketer, (h) Needs Analyst, (i) Organization Change Agent, (j)

Program Designer and (k) Researcher (McLagan, 1989; McLagan & Suhadolnik,
1989). Human resources professionals would normally work within an organizational
context, and a practitioner in small organizations may at times have performed all 11

roles described in the study (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).
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The McLagan study defined the 11 roles which experts predicted would be
important for HRD work in the nineties; yet practices related to human resources

work continued to evolve. As the workplace underwent changes, it became

increasingly important to optimize the performance of individuals, teams and entire
organizations (McLagan, 1989). The labor intensity of higher education portended an

especially critical role for human resources in colleges and universities (Pouge, 1993).
Salaries accounted for 80-85% of institutional budgets (Holmes, 1991), and the field
typically experienced a high rate of turnover (Vande Barg, 1993). Yet instead of an
abundant analysis about the institution’s key asset, there was a dearth of literature
about the role of human resources in United States higher education.

Two studies examined limited aspects of human resource efforts in American
higher education. Smith (1987) conducted research to determine whether or not
public and private institutions in Texas were practicing strategic human resource

management, but found that only 9% of respondents were doing so on a frequent
basis. In another study, change management and learning organization paradigms for

higher education were examined for their applicability at a small private institution
(Trevor, 1995), but the results were localized.

Warner and Crosthwaite (1993) conducted a study regarding human resource
development in British higher education. The heads of personnel departments at

polytechnic institutions and universities in England were surveyed about the

frequency with which they performed certain defined task/activities, and their

I
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principals (presidents) were asked what importance they attached to 10 key human

resource issues (Warner & Crosthwaite, 1993). While the Great Britain study was

relative to the work in that environment, the small sample size posed limitations for
transference of the results to research in this country.

In a survey of business, government and service industries, The Society for

Human Resource Management (SHRM) conducted a national study which
questioned 625 human resource professionals regarding the organization of the human

resource functions, professional development, attitudes and impressions about human
resources and future issues (King & Bishop, 1994). SHRM also conducted a survey

in 1992 and asked 350 human resource management professionals who were
members of SHRM to identify current criteria to enter the human resource

management field and future expectations for the profession (Bergmann, Close &
Will, 1992).

In addition to its surveys about roles, ASTD also surveyed 400 corporate
human resource development professionals regarding their predictions of the trends in

business, technology and training during the next five years (“Trends That Will
Influence”, 1994). Respondents rated the probability of occurrence for each of 36

trends and predicted the effect each would have on their work. Educational
institutions were not included in the sample for either the ASTD or SHRM studies

(Bergmann, Close & Will, 1992; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).
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Harkness (1965) noted the paucity and diffusity of existing material related to
small college and university personnel administration and believed there to be a

practical as well as theoretical void which justified the need for additional study. The

same statement could have been written today. While there has been a proliferation
of material on specific aspects of personnel management, the nature of such work at
higher education institutions has largely been ignored.
A report of the Study Group on Restructuring commissioned by the Pew
Higher Education Research Program noted a lack of models for higher education

restructuring and indicated that most of the reengineering work has been on the

administrative side of higher education and not system-wide (Pew Research Program,
1993b). Jackson and Schuler (1995) called for “research that identifies and describes

the configuration of human resource management systems” (p. 257) to serve as the
foundation for future research. As the human resource profession was being
challenged to reinvent itself (Kanter, 1994), a baseline study was necessary to
determine the current status of human resource development at small higher education

institutions. This study provided baseline data to increase the understanding of an
area in higher education which was critical to both the efficiency and effectiveness of
a small institution.
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Statement of the Problem
This study was designed to identify the role expectations, reporting hierarchy,
years in role and trends in human resource development as reported by the person

responsible for human resource development in small, private colleges and

universities within the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) geographic area,

as measured by responses on the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles
Survey. Specifically, the following questions were answered:
1. What roles do selected SREB institutions expect the person responsible for

human resource development to perform?
2. What percentage of time does the human resource development person
perform each of these roles?

3. What is the relationship between the percentage of time during which
selected roles are performed and the demographic characteristic of total number of

years in any human resource development role?

4. What is the relationship between the percentage of time during which
selected roles are performed and the reporting hierarchy for the human resource

development person?
5. What trends does the human resource development person expect for the

role of human resource development on his/her campus by the year 2000?

14

Operational Definitions
Human resource development roles - The 11 functional roles as delineated in the

American Society for Training and Development Models for HRD Practice that

defined areas of human resource development work: Administrator, Evaluator, HRD
Manager, HRD Materials Developer, Individual Career Development Advisor,

Instructor/Facilitator, Marketer, Needs Analyst, Organization Change Agent, Program
Designer and Researcher (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989).

Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) - The interstate compact for
education which encompassed states of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,

Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia and West Virginia.

Small, private colleges and universities - All private, four-year institutions that were

classified by 1994 Carnegie classifications of: (a) Master’s (Comprehensive)
Universities and Colleges II, (b) Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) Colleges I and (c)
Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) Colleges II.

Performed roles - Response on Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey
of self-assessment by human resources person of percentage of time spent during the
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past 30 days to perform selected roles as defined by the 1989 American Society for
Training and Development competency study, Models for HRD Practice.

Expected roles - Response on Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey

of self-assessment by human resources person of expected performance of selected
roles as defined by the 1989 American Society for Training and Development

competency study, Models for HRD Practice, and role responsibilities as listed in an
official job description for the human resource development person.

Trend - Response on Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey by human
resource development person to provide personal expectations of which human
resource development role(s) will increase in priority on his/her campus by the year
2000.

Significance
Human resource management plays a key role in the financial stability of an
institution, with personnel costs often accounting for 80% of the operational budget

(Ginsburg, 1993). Because such a significant proportion of discretionary budget

allocations are dedicated to personnel and because human resources issues affect
institutions’ ability to recruit and retain staff at all levels, boards of trustees should be

actively involved in human resource development (Ginsburg, 1994). “If an institution
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experiences poor results in staff management, it ultimately will spend money to solve
problems, it will lose income or both. An inefficient, unmotivated, or transient staff

can, in a relatively short period, seriously damage the institution’s financial well
being, enrollment and reputation—which in turn affects recruitment and retention of
faculty, students, and staff as well as fund-raising and morale” (Ginsburg, 1994, p.
20).

With the majority of financial resources in colleges and universities dedicated
to personnel costs (Guskin, 1996), it would behoove institutions to maximize the

effectiveness of its human resources. As colleges are being challenged to reduce
costs, a primary goal should be to gain efficiency and effectiveness from its key

resource. Organizing cooperative human activities is noted as a key function of
executives, and the efficiency in organizations may be enhanced through the creation,

transformation and exchange of utilities (Barnard, 1938). The results of this survey
may assist the chief financial officer in maximizing the return on employee

investment (Ginsburg, 1993).

In addition to efficiency issues, any institutional trans formation efforts will
require employees to assume new roles (Drucker, 1995) and will necessitate
significant support for employee training and faculty development (Guskin, 1996).

Human resource development can assist institutions toward achieving these ends.
HRD “is the process of adding value to individuals, teams or an organization as a

human system. . . . [It] is the integrated use of training and development, organization
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development and career development to improve individual, group and organizational
effectiveness” (McLagan, 1989, p. 160-162). The results of this study could be used

to help college administrators better understand the roles human resource
development can play in the transformation process.

A greater understanding of the human resources area could be of benefit
across campus as some of the human resource responsibilities belong to all the

administrators within an institution (Peterson, 1987). The human resource
development administrator has traditionally had responsibility for the coordination of

human effectiveness training and organizational learning; however, almost all

administrators have some human resource development responsibilities.
College presidents would benefit from an increased understanding regarding
the role of human resource development, which would allow them to incorporate into
their strategic thinking new ideas about how their institutions should be shaped and

the role that employees could perform on campuses. Holmes (1991) noted that many

administrators, including college presidents, had a limited view of human resources’
duties and the contributions such administrators may make to the institution. Holmes
advocated for human resources professionals to take a more active role in campus

leadership and to do more to educate the college president about the global role of
human resource development in the institution. This study could help to define

differences in expectations which currently may exist between the practitioner and the
president.
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Academic deans and department chairpersons may gain an understanding of
the human resource development roles performed by the HRD administrator on

campus; thus they may be able to integrate the design and coordination of faculty

development activities with campus-wide human resource development functions.
Since the results of this study indicated a shortage of institutional human resource
development efforts, the academic administrator may use the data to justify additional
faculty development opportunities and access. Without a centralized human resource

development program, offerings which are initiated by the dean may serve as the only
source of professional training and development for faculty.
Student affairs professionals may use the results of the study to gain a greater

understanding of human resource development issues on campus. A recent study at
both private and public institutions, 276 mid-level student affairs administrators

indicated that their number one skill category in need of further development was
personnel management (Fey & Carpenter, 1996).
Higher administration faculty may be able to incorporate results of this study

into their teaching as they prepare future human resource professionals for their
changing role on educational campuses. Human resource professionals could use the
results of this study to gain a greater understanding of how their work and

expectations align with others at similar institutions.

In addition to these specialized applications, the thousands of employees at the
colleges and universities themselves could be affected as the enhancement of human
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resource development on campus affords the employee increased opportunity for
input and professional growth. This would be especially important as a growing

number of post-secondary institutions undergo restructuring or transformation efforts

and attempt to alter both the fundamental culture of the academy and the paradigm for

delivering education.
The results of this study could be of benefit to off-campus programs as well.
Professional associations such as the College and University Personnel Association,

the National Association of College and University Business Officers, the American
Society for Training and Development and the Society for Human Resource
Management may utilize the information to benefit their members and to expand the
associations’ understanding of the profession as a whole.

This study may also serve to establish baseline data in an area where there is a

deficiency of research relating specifically to human resources in small, private
institutions. The study may serve to integrate a higher education context into future

research efforts of professional human resource associations; whereas currently
educational institutions are often excluded from association’s research samples.
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Limitations of the Study
This study faced four key limitations:
1. The study was limited to the perceptions of the human resource

development administrator.
2. There was possible respondent bias (Kerlinger, 1986) in self-reporting

perceptions on the survey.
3. The lack of baseline data made it difficult for the researcher to utilize the

results of this study to demonstrate changes and to postulate predictions because the

predictions did not have a historical database as a reference point.

4. The study was limited to small, private colleges and universities to allow
for comparison of results in similar institutional contexts. This limited
generalizability of the results to public universities and larger private institutions.
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Chapter 2
Review of Related Literature

This chapter presented a review of selected literature related to the history of
human resources and the role of human resource development in higher education.
The first section of this chapter outlined the history of human resource development

as a field of study. The second section highlighted selected literature related to

organizational behavior, managerial theory and systems thinking. The third section
detailed the roles of human resource development as they related to the objectives of
this study. The fourth section delineated future trends for human resources. The fifth
section examined human resource development in the higher education environment.
The chapter concluded with a summary of the literature review.

History of Human Resources
Human resource development was defined as the “integrated use of training

and development, organization development and career development to improve
individual, group and organizational effectiveness” (McLagan, 1989, p. 6). In a

primitive form, recruitment, training and performance review have been in existence

for as long as man. The essential components of human resource development were
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carried out in a rudimentary form by cavemen, warriors and uncivilized people before
becoming refined as the organizational theory and practice known today (Craig, 1976;

Nadler, 1984; Singer, 1990).

The term “human resources” is a relatively new term, having come into

common use in the 1970s as a synonym for the term “personnel” (Singer, 1990).

Human resources is an umbrella term for two separate functions: personnel
administration and human resource development (Fortunato, Greenburg, & Weaddel,

1987). Personnel administration or human resource management includes the
determination of positions, benefits and compensation structure, employee

recruitment and evaluation, and the development of policies and processes required to
administer equitable employment terms (Fortunato, Greenburg, & Weaddel, 1987).

Human resource development functions traditionally encompass identifying employee
and workplace needs, designing and delivering education and training programs and

evaluating results (Fortunato, Greenburg, & Weaddel, 1987). The term human
resources was referenced by theorists in 1958, but human resource development as a

term was not coined by Leonard Nadler until 1968 (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).

Primitive Development of Human Resource Functions
Some form of human resource development has been in existence since the
Stone Age as one person trained the other to build spears, arrows or other weapons
(Craig, 1976; Nadler, 1984; Singer, 1990). Biblical references cite examples of
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certain slaves being given extra responsibilities, and historical works indicate that a
division of labor occurred amongst gladiators, hunters and tribal members (Singer,
1990). In 2000 B.C. the Babylonian Code of Hammurabi outlined rules and

procedures for the transference of skills from experienced workers to youth (Craig,
1996; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).

Personnel did not become a managerial specialty until the late 1800s when

business was being affected by the Industrial Revolution, the unionization of workers,
the adaptation of scientific management principles and the advent of war (Singer,

1990). Until that time and in many situations, the training or human resource

development occurred on an individual basis instead of being institutionalized
(Nadler, 1984). Occupations which required technical or craft skills were taught on a

one-to-one basis by experienced workers (Nadler, 1984). Often this training evolved

into a shadowing experience, and eventually the on-the-job education became
formalized into an apprentice program (Craig, 1976; Nadler, 1984). The

apprenticeship program served as the means of transmitting occupational information
not only about the crafts and technical trades, but also about medicine, law and
education (Craig, 1976). There was also evidence that the American Indians engaged

in apprenticeship activities to convey the art of pottery making, construction of
framed cliff dwellings and commerce (Nadler, 1970).
In addition to the individualized training programs, several large organizations

such as the military, churches and governments also engaged in more formalized
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human resource development activities (Nadler, 1984). Guilds were created to
impose standards of quality and differentiated work levels for the trades (Craig,
1976). Between the twelfth and fifteenth century, the evolution of the journeyman

position led to the creation of yeomandry guilds which became the precursors to
modern-day labor unions (Craig, 1976). The guild system and self-directed training

served the simplified economy well, but individualized coaching was insufficient to
meet the needs of a growing, industrialized nation (Craig, 1976).

The 1800s-1910s
With the emergence of the Industrial Age came the advent of new technology

which rendered the old apprenticeship system inadequate (Nadler, 1984; Rothwell &

Sredl, 1992). Veteran workers did not have experience with the new machinery nor
methods, and they were thus unable to teach their skills to the novices (Nadler, 1984;
Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). The situation was exacerbated by a predominately illiterate

workforce which included slaves (Nadler, 1970; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).

To meet the need for job skill training, several schools were established to
teach the mechanical arts (Craig, 1996; Nadler, 1970; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). In

response to industry’s increased demand for workers, the mechanical and mercantile
institutes provided an external source of skilled labor for the growing companies
(Nadler, 1984). The majority of employee pre-skill needs were met through these

institutions or on an individual basis; formalized human resource development
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functions were still scarce (Nadler, 1970). As technology and industry developed,

however, larger organizations such as Hoe and Company printers and Westinghouse

established “factory schools” to teach on-the-job skills beginning in 1872 (Craig,
1996; Nadler, 1970; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). The YMCA began to offer trade
training in 1862, and by 1905 the organization was offering over 60 courses in

commercial and industrial areas (Craig, 1996; Nadler, 1970; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).
The turn of the century also precipitated several developments to involve

colleges and universities in the vocational training area. The creation of land grant
colleges through the 1862 Morrill Act involved higher education as a partner to

respond to increased educational needs to meet advances in agriculture and
mechanization (Nadler, 1984). From land grant colleges evolved the County

Extension agents who performed many of the human resource development functions

for fanners (Nadler, 1984). Higher education also helped train workers through a
cooperative education program which combined on-the-job experience with formal

education. This program evolved in 1906, initially at the University of Cincinnati, to
prepare engineers for the practical world of work (Nadler, 1970; Rothwell & Sredl,
1992).

Employers were not only looking to training to meet their production needs

but hoped to increase the workers’ efficiency by embracing the scientific management
theories of Frederick Taylor and Frank and Lillian Gilbreth (Holley & Jennings,
1987; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992; Singer, 1990). At the Boston Elevated Railway
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Company psychologist Hugo Munsterberg’s work of applying scientific management

principles to business formed the foundation for the use of testing in employee
selection and became the forerunner of early human resource development functions

(Singer, 1990).
Munsterberg’s 1913 work was furthered by the Army Alpha test and Army

Beta test which were used for military inductions. These instruments precipitated
early group selection processes and testing (Singer, 1990). World War I caused an
unprecedented emphasis on human resources through an increased demand for

production and the displacement of skilled workers into the military (Singer, 1990).
As a result of the war effort came the first national recognition of the contribution that

human resource development could make to the workplace and the realization that

work-related activities could be taught quickly and effectively (Nadler, 1984).

The 1920s

Many personnel departments were established during World War I and
continued in the 1920s as a function to address employee welfare concerns (Singer,
1990). Employee welfare secretaries were hired to meet personal needs of employees

and to thwart the interest in unionization (Craig, 1976; Singer, 1990). The 1920s
were a period of prosperity; thus there was less demand on human resources to
enhance employee morale or provide training (Craig, 1976; Nadler, 1970). Industry
leaders were more concerned with maximizing production than meeting the intrinsic
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needs of individuals and oftentimes hired external researchers (as consultants were
then called) to examine the workplace for ways to gain efficiencies (Nadler, 1984).

In 1923, a major research study was conducted at the Hawthorne (IL) Plant of
the Western Electric Company to examine the effects of lighting on worker

productivity (Holley & Jennings, 1987; Nadler, 1970 & 1984; Singer, 1990). After
several years of experiments, the Hawthorne study concluded that employee attitudes

and their perceptions about management attitudes toward them had a greater impact
on productivity than the physical interventions imposed by the researchers (Nadler,
1984 & Singer, 1990). The conclusions from the Hawthorne study became the basis

for the field of industrial psychology and led to the development of the human
relations movement (Nadler, 1984; Singer, 1990).

The 1930s

Human resource development lessened in importance during the Great
Depression, as there was an abundance of laborers willing to work and company

resources were severely limited (Craig, 1976; Nadler, 1970). Cost reductions efforts

eliminated the social welfare secretary positions and decreased the benefits provided
to employees (Singer, 1990). The passage of the Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1932 and
the Wagner Act of 1935 resulted in a dramatic increase in the total number of

unionized workers (Singer, 1990).
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As a function of increased unionization, personnel activities in business

shifted from productivity enhancement to labor relations (Singer, 1990). Human
resource efforts and training programs were implemented primarily through

government sponsored programs, including the Civilian Conservation Corps, the

National Youth Administration, and Work Projects Administration (Nadler, 1970 &
1984). The Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training was established in 1934 and

combined with the government work programs to provide not only jobs but

workplace skills to the 25% of the population who was unemployed (Nadler, 1970 &
1984).

The 1940s

Government personnel and job training programs continued even after the
Great Depression had ended. The Job Instruction Training (JIT) program was
instituted as a result of the War Manpower Commission (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992;

Singer, 1990). The Job Instruction Training Program reformed the on-the-job training
approach and targeted first and second-line supervisors in management and human

relations skills (Craig, 1976; Nadler, 1970; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992; Singer, 1990).

The success of the JIT program led to the development of other “J Programs” as they

were known: the Job Relations Training program (JRT), Job Methods Training
program (JMT), Job Safety Training program (JST) and Program Development

Training (PDT) (Craig, 1976; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). Nearly two million war
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production and essential service management men were instructed in how to relate
with supervisees and how to determine the most appropriate job methods and training
techniques (Craig, 1976). Industry and government leaders learned that employees
could be trained, and supervisors could be given the responsibility to train new

employees (Nadler, 1970). Five executives in particular, referred to as the “five
horsemen”, were leaders behind the training force: Chan Dooley of Standard Oil of

New Jersey; Walter Dietz of Western Electric; Mike Kane of AT&T; Glenn Gardiner
of Forstmann Woolen Mills; and Bill Conover of U. S. Steel (Craig, 1976).

World War II stimulated a heightened interest in training among many
executives due to their company’s immediate need for skilled workers (Nadler, 1970;

Rothwell & Sredl, 1990). Since the men who comprised the traditional labor force
were now unavailable due to the draft, alternative sources of labor were entering the

workforce. Women, men over 40 (now with obsolete skills), and handicapped

workers all previously had little opportunity to gain job skills, but were now in

demand by employers willing to train them (Craig, 1976; Nadler, 1970 & 1984). War
production companies were also upgrading workers’ skills in management and

technology through the Engineering, Science, and Management War Training
program [ESMWT] (Craig, 1976; Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).

The proliferation of training programs created a need for a person to
administer and supervise these functions. As more industrial training directors and

others providing human resource services were hired, local and state organizations
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were developed as a mechanism to share problems and resources (Craig, 1976;

Nadler, 1984). The National Society of Sales Training Executives was organized in
1940, and in 1944 the National Association of Foremen provided an opportunity for
training directors to exchange ideas (Craig, 1976). In 1942 several local

organizations of training specialists merged to become the American Society of
Training Directors (now the American Society for Training and Development) which
held its first national conference in 1945 (Nadler, 1970 & 1984). Human resource

development emerged as “a significant area of human endeavor” during World War II
(Nadler, 1970, p. 26).

The 1950s

During the period following World War II human resource activities were
heavily influenced by the behavioral sciences and the beginnings of organization and
human resource development were formed (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992; Singer, 1990).

Researchers Lewin, Benne and Lippett conducted experimental Training Group
processes entitled “T-groups” (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). The T-group studies were

the first laboratory research on group processes, and became the foundation for

modem use of lectures with small, unstructured sessions for training (Rothwell &

Sredl, 1992). Lewin furthered this work to develop action research and a continuous

model for the organizational change effort (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). Also during
this period, Rensis Likert conducted research on attitudinal surveys to stimulate
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organizational improvements (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). These major studies of T-

groups, change and surveys were an attempt to utilize the social sciences to

understand employee behavior and improve worker motivation, morale, satisfaction
and productivity (Singer, 1990).
The emphasis of human resource work in the 1950s was in the development of

programs in human relations, with a goal of helping employees to like each other
(Nadler, 1984). Managerial and supervisory training remained the priority for most

training programs, and “the general practice was that every supervisor needed human

relations training” (Nadler, 1970, p. 28). Courses in sensitivity training and B. F.

Skinner’s programmed instruction proliferated the training offerings of this time

(Nadler, 1970 & 1984). The government continued its support of human resource

activities through the Government Employees Training Act of 1958 which
encouraged human resource development for all federal employees (Nadler, 1970).

The 1960s-1980s
The government continued to influence human resources during later decades,

but through voluminous legislation rather than through wide-spread training programs

(Singer, 1990). The rules and regulations imposed on business have affected human

resource management requirements and shifted many training efforts toward
legislative compliance issues and proactive legal rights education more so than on
human relations (Singer, 1990). The government programs which did remain were
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designed to provide job skills to the disadvantaged; programs such as: the Manpower
Development and Training Administration, Economic Opportunity Act, Job Corps

and the Comprehensive Employment and Training Administration (Nadler, 1984).
The change in technology also affected governmental actions. The

government’s work with the manned space program and the increase in Japanese
competition resulted in the widespread use of project groups and task forces (Nadler,
1984). Douglas McGregor’s work furthered the behavioral studies which were
completed in the previous decade and led to the application of participative
management programs in some areas (Nadler, 1984). The economic downturn had a

wide-spread influence on business expenditures, and it once again affected the human
resource development offerings in many industries (Nadler, 1984). Recently

governmental regulations and industrial relations between management and the

unions exerted the greatest influences on the personnel aspects of business (Singer,

1990). The movement from traditional hierarchical control structures reflected the
migration from an industrially-focused economy to an information-driven new

economy, and it would have a profound impact on the workplace of the future
(Brinkerhoff & Gill, 1994).

Theoretical Framework

Human resource development as a field was the convergence of theory and
philosophy from several other fields (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). As such, the
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evolution of the human resource development functions have paralleled the evolution

of organizational and management theories. According to Kuhn’s Structure of
Scientific Revolutions, major influences on human resource development have

evolved from economics (human capital theory); psychology (industrial and
individual psychology); communications (mathematical model and behavior model);
education (techniques, humanistic or behavioral); humanities (view of human nature);
political science (policy analysis, evaluation research); sociology (culture studies,

survey research, statistical analysis); and management (human resources, systems
theory, organization behavior and management science) (in Rothwell & Sredl, 1992,
p. 45). The roots of human resources as a profession were grounded in the disciplines

of human development, behavioral science and business management, and as such
were the theories explored in greater detail for this study.

Scientific Management Theories
The founder of management theory, Frederick Taylor, espoused a set of

principles known as scientific management (Taylor, 1911). Taylor approached

management from the perspective of efficiency, and he advocated the analysis of

tasks and compensation based upon production criteria. Henry Fayol was another
management theorist advocating a scientific management approach. Fayol’s

landmark 14 management principles espoused such philosophies as: a division of
labor, authority, discipline, order and subordination of personal interests (Rothwell &
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Sredl, 1992). The scientific method, or the classical management school as it was
sometimes called, resulted in narrowly defined routines, and for employees the “work

became boring, depersonalized, monotonous, dehumanizing and demotivating. Yet
scientific management survived. . . long past the point where incontrovertible
evidence demonstrated that it was a failure” (Boyett & Cann, 1991, p. 86).

The changes in America’s economy after the turn of the century challenged

the relevancy of the simplistic scientific management principles (Perrow, 1973). The

workplace organized under scientific management thought was unable to respond to
rapid change or to accommodate the increasing complexity of technology and training

(Perrow, 1973). The growth of labor’s power and societal expectations regarding

worker treatment also undermined the desirability of a strict scientific management
approach (Perrow, 1973).

Human Relations Theories

Another serious challenge to the scientific management school of thought

occurred following the studies by Elton Mayo and F. J. Roethlisberger at the Western

Electric Plant in Hawthorne, IL. Between 1924 and 1932 several experiments were
conducted at the plant and formed the basis for the human relations theories in

management (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). The human relations theories countered the

scientific management beliefs that money and managerial control were the primary
motivators for employees (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992). Mayo and Roethlisberger
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discovered that employees at the plant placed a higher value on social relations with
co-workers and were affected as much by perceived management concern as by actual

managerial interventions (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).

Barnard (1938) postulated a theory for organizations which took the anti

bureaucracy movement into account. In his seminal work The Functions of the
Executive, Barnard (1938) defined organizations as “a system of cooperative human

functions” (p. 240) and advocated the embracing of a social economy to foster
enhancement of the organization’s relationship to individuals both inside and external
to the organization.

Motivation Theories
Since the 1930s, the relationships with the employee and work groups had

played a central role in management theories. An abundance of theories proliferated
the management literature during the human relations movement; many centered on

describing the motivation of employees and methods to maximize achievement from
workers (Miner, 1980). Maslow’s (1943) need hierarchy theory formed the

foundation for much of the later organizational development work. Maslow

maintained that human behavior was motivated by a hierarchical set of five variables,
and achievement of one level of needs dominated people’s motivations before they
were able to strive toward achievement at the next highest level. The basic level of
Maslow’s hierarchy was psychological needs, then safety needs, before moving to
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move abstraction with love needs, esteem needs and ultimately the need for self
actualization (Maslow, 1943).

Another theory of human motivation evolved from studies based upon the
Hawthorne research. Herzburg’s (1959) controversial motivation-hygiene theory

maintained that a different set of factors contributed to job satisfaction than to job
dissatisfaction. Achievement, recognition, responsibility, challenging work and

advancement were delineated as the five motivators which would enhance morale and
performance (Herzberg, Mausner & Snyderman, 1959). Dissatisfiers, or hygiene
factors, such as policy and practice, physical working conditions, security, benefits

and compensation could remove dissatisfaction to a point, but did not sufficiently

motivate employees enough to increase performance (Herzberg, Mausner &
Snyderman, 1959). Herzberg’s research recommended that employers concentrate on
the intrinsic aspects of the work itself and allow the individual some autonomy in the

job design process (Herzberg, Mausner & Snyderman, 1959).

Managerial Styles
McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y provided a label for the two distinct
management philosophies that had been in existence since the turn of the century
(Miner, 1980). Theory X delineated a traditional managerial theory whereby

management is responsible for organizing the system, and directing and exerting
active intervention to motivate the passive, or even resistant, employees (McGregor,
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1960). Theory X postulated that man: is indolent, lacks ambition, dislikes

responsibility, prefers to be led, is inherently self-centered, is indifferent to
organizational needs, by nature is resistant to change, is gullible and not very bright

(McGregor, 1960, p. 23). While Theory Y concurred with Theory X in its belief that

management was responsible for organizing the system, the two theories diverge in

all other principles (Miner, 1980). Theory Y asserted that people have become
passive due to poor organizational experiences, but the motivation and potential for
development are present (McGregor, 1960). Managers espousing Theory X had the
“essential task to arrange organizational conditions and methods of operation so that

people can achieve their own goals best by directing their own efforts toward

organizational objectives” (McGregor, 1960, p. 89). McGregor’s Theory X was
aligned with the traditional mode of management while Theory Y exemplified the

human resources model (Miner, 1980).

Rensis Likert approximated the Theory X and Theory Y principles in his
System 2 and System 3 formulas but expanded them to represent a continuum of

management styles from System 1 through System 4. Likert’s theories took into
account both the human and capital resources of an organization and sought to

describe managerial styles which represented this integration (Likert in Hersey &

Blanchard, 1977). The four systems assessed performance characteristics and

organizational variables, including leadership processes, motivational forces and
character of interaction (Likert in Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). Management
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operating from a System 4 perspective has complete confidence and trust in

subordinates, provides rewards based upon participation and has high interaction with
others (Likert in Hersey & Blanchard, 1977).
Hersey and Blanchard (1977) plotted the integration between people and

production into a matrix format in their Situational Leadership Theory. The
Situational Leadership Theory measured relationship behavior against task behavior

on a four quadrant matrix to assess the style of the leader and the maturity of the

followers (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). The appropriate leadership style and degree
of emphasis on relationship vs. task was determined according to the maturity level of
the group (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977). The styles ranged from telling to selling,

participating and delegating in a counterclockwise reverse bell curve through the

quadrants (Hersey & Blanchard, 1977).
Another theory, The Managerial Grid, also represented managerial styles in a

continuum, through the utilization of a matrix which aligned concern for people on
the vertical axis against concern for production on the horizontal axis (Blake &

Mouton, 1964). The result was a nine by nine matrix with corresponding managerial
styles of ways the manager used hierarchy (Blake & Mouton, 1964). The Managerial
Grid offered a “9,9 approach to organization development” in an attempt to combine
the interaction between people and production (Blake & Mouton, 1964, p. 255).

According to the theory, the manager who rated high (9) on the concern for people
and also high on the concern for production (9) exhibited the philosophy that “work
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accomplishment is from committed people; interdependence through a ‘common
stake’ in organization purpose leads to relationships of trust and respect” (Blake &

Mouton, 1964, p. 10). Blake and Mouton asserted that using 9,9 managerial concepts
was different than traditional organizational interventions and could “bring an entire

organization to a higher level of developing and functioning” (Blake & Mouton,

1964, p. 256).
The managerial grid concepts were later applied specifically to education in
The Academic Administrator Grid (Blake, Mouton & Williams, 1981). The academic
administrator grid labeled the 9,9 style as the team administration approach to

managerial style and conflict resolution (Blake, Mouton & Williams, 1981) and
offered advice to institutional leaders who supervised diverse groups of personnel.

Systems Theory

Previous managerial theories referenced in this literature review have only

postulated about specific aspects of the organization or components of leadership.
Since 1960, more systemic views dominated management study (Rothwell & Sredl,

1992). Behavioral scientists observed that organizations were social systems
composed of a combination of interacting components (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
Organizations were described by Katz and Kalin (1978) as either closed or open
systems. The latter type of system was dependent entirely on its surroundings for

resources and placed the individual patterns of organizational behavior within the
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context of the larger social system (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Thus, the organization was

comprised of an input into the system, the transformation of energies into some form
of work, and then an output or product which left the system and became part of the

larger suprasystem or environment (Katz & Kahn, 1978). “Individuals in open

systems enact roles, and indeed the organization is a system of roles that regulates
member behavior and interpersonal relations. Organizational roles are based on a
complex interplay of environmental and organizational factors, role expectations

established and sent by others, personal attributes, work group relations and

interpretations of the role made by the person in it” (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992, p. 54).
During recent times, the majority of organizations transformed their energies

into a tangible resource or product. Even organizations which were classified as
people-changing still defined their ideological goal in terms of functions other than

pure learning (Katz & Kahn in Lawler, Nadler & Cammann, 1980). Senge (1993)
noted that contemporary organizations were beginning to shift away from a resource

base and were moving toward becoming a knowledge-based organization. The work
or output of the knowledge-based organization is information, and it “links the

company’s fortunes intrinsically to the imagination, commitment and efforts of all its
members; rather than being mere ‘human resources’, [people] are the source and

earners of the company’s knowledge” (Senge, 1993, p. 9). Organizations still
followed the traditional input/transformation/output process delineated by Katz and

Kalin, but contemporary organizations altered their processes to develop a

r

41

continuously evolving organization and workforce. Oftentimes administrators
attempted to seek a cause-effect relationship to solve managerial problems, but the
isolation of such issues was often impossible in the systems view (Berry, 1995).
Modified versions of the systems theory have been attempted in university

settings. The Planning, Programming, Budgeting System (PPBS) and the Program
Evaluation Review Technique (PERT) were two forms of comprehensive planning
which many universities adapted in the 1960s and 1970s (Backoff & Mitnick, 1981).

Critics bemoaned the complexity of analysis, the failure of systems technologies and
the propensity toward highly centralized administrative functions (Backoff &

Mitnick, 1981). The researchers asserted that systems theory should be used beyond
the assessment and planning arenas in higher education and that “the systems

approach may yet have many useful applications in the understanding of behavior of
universities and in the conduct of university management” (Backoff & Mitnick, 1981,
p. 88). The rapid change in the external environment would suggest that a systemic

approach is required by educational institutions to address the calls for reform of the

academy (Betts, 1992). One such application of systems theory would be the design

of an educational system that took into account both the relationship between the

internal components and the relationship with the external community components

(Betts, 1992).
Senge (1993) contended that systems theory was as much a thinking about the

process as it was a thinking about the outcome or product, and as such required as
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much an internal mental transformation as it did an external analysis. Stata (1989)
stated that the initial focus of contemporary management revolved around the
utilization of system dynamics to improve thinking, but soon organizational learning

took on a predominant role. Stata asserted that “the rate at which individuals and
organizations learn may become the only sustainable competitive advantage” (1989,

p. 64).
Human resources practitioners have recently advocated for organizations to
ascribe to a greater learning orientation and to develop an organizational structure and
process which fostered a learning organization environment (Argyris & Schon, 1996).

Human resources professionals found themselves increasing the emphasis of their
training and offering more in the areas of employee development (Atkinson, 1994).

“HRD as a combination of training, career development and organization

development offers the theoretical integration needed to envision a learning
organization” (Marsick & Watkins, 1994, p. 355). The changing competitive

environment and the move toward organizational learning will change the roles, skills

and tools used by human resource professionals and leaders in the coming decade

(Senge, 1990a).

Roles of Human Resource Development
There have been several attempts to identify the roles, outputs and
competencies required by the human resource development professional and by
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practitioners in the training and development field. In 1976, a study conducted by the

Ontario Society for Training and Development identified four primary roles of HRD
professionals: (a) instructor, (b) designer, (c) manager and (d) consultant (Rothwell &

Sredl, 1992). The study also identified 11 main activity areas which were conducted

within the four roles: (a) administration, (b) communication, (c) course design, (d)

evaluation, (e) group dynamic process, (f) learning theory, (g) human resource
planning, (h) person/organization interface, (i) instruction, (j) materials and

equipment management and (k) needs analysis (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992).
An empirical assessment of human resource competencies for Fortune 200

companies in the 1990s was conducted through the University of Michigan School of
Business (Ulrich, Brockbank & Yeung, 1989). The research project involved 2100
senior human resource officers and nine of the HR officer’s work associates in other

units of the company or outside of the business. The compilation of 10,300 responses
provided data to identify six major competencies for human resources: (a) staffing,

(b) development, (c) appraisal, (d) rewards, (e) organization planning and (f)

communication (Ulrich, Brockbank & Yeung, 1989). In addition to developing

expertise in these specialty areas, the researchers concluded that human resource
professionals must also possess financial, strategic and technological knowledge of
their business and must achieve competence in the management of change processes

(Ulrich, Brockbank & Yeung, 1989). Without a level of achievement in the three
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domains, the human resource professional was not perceived as effective strategic

business partners in the organization (Ulrich, Brockbank & Yeung, 1989).
The Michigan study was predicated as a response to the dramatically changing

business conditions, and the unprecedented pressures for change were also the driving
force behind the Society for Human Resource Management’s Competency Initiative

report (SHRM Foundation, 1990). The Competency Initiative sought to clarify and

quantify the competencies for senior-level human resource executives and to identify
the role that the senior HR professionals expected human resources to play in meeting
the business challenges of the 1990s (SHRM Foundation, 1990). The Competency
Initiative report identified five competency clusters for senior executives: (a) goal and

action management, (b) functional and organizational leadership, (c) influence
management, (d) business knowledge and (e) HR technical proficiency (SHRM

Foundation, 1990). Within the five clusters were 26 individual competencies and
personal characteristics deemed necessary for success (SHRM Foundation, 1990).
Also in 1990 organization development (OD) practitioners’ activities and

interventions were delineated during a study of 142 OD professionals (Fagenson &

Burke, 1990). The results were categorized into five key “activity factors”: (a)
employee development, including career development, training and job redesign; (b)
strategy development, including strategic planning and structural changes; (c)
management style enhancement, including altering styles to enhance productivity and
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efficiency; (d) culture change and (e) technology integration (Fagenson & Burke,
1990).
The first major empirical study to identify specific human resource

development roles was sponsored by the American Society for Training and
Development in 1978. Pinto and Walker surveyed 3,000 HRD professionals and

concluded with a summary of 14 major activities performed in the training and
development role. The major functions were: (a) analyzing and diagnosing needs, (b)

determining appropriate training approaches, (c) designing and developing programs,
(d) developing material resources, (e) managing internal resources, (f) managing

external resources, (g) developing and counseling individuals, (h) preparing
job/performance-related training, (i) conducting classroom training, (j) developing
groups and organizations, (k) conducting research on training, (1) managing working

relationships with managers and clients, (m) managing the training and development
function and (n) managing professional self-development (Pinto & Walker, 1978).

Models for Excellence

In 1983, ASTD sponsored a second comprehensive research study of the
training and development field. Entitled Models for Excellence, the results of the
study identified nine broad areas of human resource practice, 34 future forces
affecting the training and development field and 15 key training and development

roles (McLagan & Bedrick, 1983). The areas of human resource practice were
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depicted graphically in a Human Resource Wheel which showed how the nine areas
of practice contributed to the five outputs associated with the human resource areas
(McLagan & Bedrick, 1983). The areas of practice identified in Models for
Excellence were as follows: (a) training and development, (b) organization
development, (c) organization/job design, (d) human resource planning, (e) selection

and staffing, (f) personnel research and information systems, (g) compensation/
benefits, (h) employee assistance and (i) union/labor relations. The nine areas of
practice contributed to the achievement of the five areas of outputs: (a) quality of

work life, (b) productivity, (c) HR satisfaction, (d) HR development and (e) readiness

for change (McLagan & Bedrick, 1983).
As part of the Models for Excellence study, practitioners in the training and
development field identified the following 15 roles which described the major
training and development functions: (a) evaluator, (b) group facilitator, (c) individual

development counselor, (d) instructional writer, (e) instructor, (f) manager of training
and development, (g) marketer, (h) media specialist, (i) needs analyst, (j) program

administrator, (k) program designer, (1) strategist, (m) task analyst, (n) theoretician
and (o) transfer agent (McLagan & Bedrick, 1983).

Models for HRD Practice
In 1987, ASTD commissioned a third competencies and standards study to

expand upon the results of the Models for Excellence research (McLagan &
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Suhadolnik, 1989). The ASTD Competencies and Standards Task Force was charged

with: producing a model for human resource development practice; identifying future

forces which would have a significant impact on HRD work; and utilizing experts to
update the roles, competencies and outputs associated with human resource

development work (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). Methodology for the ASTD

study included development of a preliminary model based upon the 1983 research
data, augmented with input from HRD experts, organization development experts and
members of local ASTD chapters (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The first phase of
research resulted in the identification of 11 human resource development roles, and in
the second phase of the study separate questionnaires were sent to nominated experts

for each of the 11 roles (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). Surveys were returned by
705 experts (67%), and the input solicited from the first phase was used by the task
force to develop a second draft of the model (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The

updated model was shared with another group of 1,010 role experts, and yielded a
47% response (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The analysis of the questionnaire

resulted in a final modification to the model and delineated the critical future forces
predicted for HRD work in the 1990s (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The results of

the study were published as Models for HRD Practice in 1989.

In addition to in-depth information about human resource development
functions, Models for HRD Practice also included the 13 future forces which a

consensus of experts predicted would influence HRD this decade, and a summary of
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major ethical issues for the field (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The final report

also included an updated comprehensive Human Resource Wheel which linked 11
major areas of human resource practice to five human resource results (see Figure 1).

The Human Resource Wheel delineated the relationship of the functional areas to the
human resource development process and indicated how all the areas contributed to

the achievement of the five results (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). Permission to
reprint the Human Resource Wheel is included in Appendix A.

Models for HRD Practice defined 11 functional roles for HRD work, 74
outputs related to the roles, and hundreds of competencies and quality requirements
necessary to fully achieve the outputs (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The 11 roles
identified in Models for HRD Practice were: (a) Administrator, (b) Evaluator, (c)

HRD Manager, (d) HRD Materials Developer, (e) Individual Career Development

Advisor, (f) Instructor/ Facilitator, (g) Marketer, (h) Needs Analyst, (i) Organization
Change Agent, (j) Program Designer and (k) Researcher (McLagan, 1989). McLagan

defined the roles as “functional groupings of outputs” (Rothwell & Sredl, 1992, p.

126); therefore, the 11 roles correspond to the 74 outputs or work dimensions also
identified in Models for HRD Practice.
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Figure 1. Human Resource Wheel
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(McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 18)
Reprinted from Models for HRD practice. Copyright 1989, the American Society for
Training and Development. Reprinted with permission. All rights reserved.
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The first functional role, the Administrator, was defined as “the role of

providing coordination and support services for the delivery of HRD programs and

services” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20) and included six outputs such as
program support, facility and equipment logistics and staff management. Evaluator

was described as “the role of identifying the impact of an intervention on individual
or organizational effectiveness” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20). The five
Evaluator outputs included such dimensions as evaluation design, processes and
feedback (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). HRD Manager denoted “the role of

supporting and leading a group’s work and linking that with the total organization”
(McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20). The HRD Manager role was associated with

the maximum 10 outputs which included budgeting, staffing, strategic planning and

directing (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989).
HRD Materials Developer was defined as “the role of producing written or

electronically mediated instructional materials” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p.
20) and included nine outputs to describe the various media which were utilized to

develop instructor and facilitator materials. Individual Career Development Advisor
was described as “the role of helping individuals to assess personal competencies,

values and goals and to identify, plan and implement development and career actions”

(McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20). The Individual Career Development Advisor
role aligns with eight dimensions, including career planning, transitions assistance

and assessments. Instructor/Facilitator denoted “the role of presenting information,

I
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directing structured learning experiences, and managing group discussions and group

process” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20). Ten outputs were associated with
the Instructor/Facilitator role as well, including presenting material, providing
learning environments and working with individuals toward the acquisition of new

knowledge, skills or attitudes.
Marketer was described as “the role of marketing and contracting for HRD
viewpoints, programs and services” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20) and

contributed six outputs including sales, marketing plans, image development and
creation of HRD promotional materials. Needs Analyst was defined as “the role of
identifying ideal and actual performance conditions and determining causes of

discrepancies” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20). The Needs Analyst role was

associated with four outputs, including defining, measuring and analyzing individual
or organizational performance. Organization Change Agent denoted the “role of
influencing and supporting changes in organizational behavior” (McLagan &
Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20). Eight dimensions related to the Organization Change

Agent role, including design and implementation of change strategies, conflict

resolution, culture development and work with teams.
Program Designer was “the role of preparing objectives, defining content, and
selecting activities for a specific intervention” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20).

Due to the limited scope of this role, only two outputs were associated with Program

Designer: program/intervention objective development and design. Researcher was
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defined as “the role of identifying, developing, or testing new information (theory,

research, concepts, technology, models, hardware and so on) and translating the

information into its implications for improved individual or organizational
performance” (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 20). The Researcher role is
associated with the first six outputs which include data analysis, research design or

interpretation, and information about future forces.

Trends in Human Resource Development

Several studies have attempted to predict the major trends in human resource

management, and to a lesser degree, the more specialized area of human resource
development. The literature was consistent in its prediction that economic, political

and sociological factors will have a major influence on human resource development

in the 1990s (Gilley & Eggland, 1989; Kimmerling, 1989; Mirvis, 1993; Pynes, 1997;
Verespej, 1995). Influences such as technology, changing workforce demographics,

increased regulations and governmental legislation and the globalization of
organizations were factors consistently cited as impacting the work of human
resource professionals in the future (Gilley & Eggland, 1989; Kimmerling, 1989;

Mirvis, 1993; Pynes, 1997; Verespej, 1995).

As part of the 1990 Competency Initiative report, the Society for Human
Resource Management (SHRM) asked senior-level HR professionals to identify

issues which would have substantive human resource implications in the future
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(SHRM Foundation, 1990). Over half of the CEOs agreed that three issues would

predominate human resource activities in the future: (a) changing/blending
organizational culture and values, (b) attracting, retaining, and motivating quality
people and (c) training, retraining and developing employees (SHRM Foundation,
1990, p. 14).
The Society for Human Resource Management conducted another study in

1992; this one involving 124 top human resource management professionals who
worked at America’s 350 largest companies (Bergmann, Close & Will, 1992). The

key areas which were identified in the SHRM survey as being the most important and

most difficult issues for HRM in the 1990s were: (a) cost of benefits, (b)
recruiting/retaining qualified people, (c) changing workforce demographics, (d)

training/retraining, (e) compensation issues, (f) performance/productivity
management, (g) organizational development and (h) child care (Bergmann, Close &

Will, 1992, p. 39).
The American Management Association identified the following human

resource challenges for small and mid-sized companies in the Twenty-first Century:
(a) employee recruitment, (b) the literacy crisis, (c) a diverse workforce, (d)
multiculturalism in the workplace, (e) work and family issues such as child care and
elder care and (f) changing work arrangements such as telecommuting, flextime and

job sharing (Arthur, 1995). These changes were more reflective of the changes

b
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occurring in society than from deviations in fundamental human resource functions
(Arthur, 1995).

Human resource management in the non-profit sector was not immune to
changes affecting the workplace at large (Pynes, 1997). Five emerging issues were

identified as being of concern to non-profit HRM administrators: (a) privatization or

contracting out of services, (b) violence in the workplace, (c) alternative dispute
resolution, (d) computer technology and (e) technological changes in HRM

administration (Pynes, 1997). The use of technology had impacted how information
was collected and disseminated, while technological changes have affected job
design, training needs and how the workplace is structured (Pynes, 1997). Additional

HRM challenges identified by Pynes (1997) as having particular relevance to the non
profit sector include accommodation of a changing workforce, an increase in skill
requirements necessary to work in non-profit HRM administration, growing

competitiveness in the non-profit sector and fluid organizational structures.
ASTD’s 1983 study, Models for Excellence identified future forces which

were grouped into seven primary categories: (a) technological, (b) organizational, (c)
educational system, (d) learning, (e) sociological [lifestyle/values], (f) economic and
(g) govemment/political (McLagan & Bedrick, 1983).
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Models for HRD Practice
The linkage between future forces and human resource development roles was

a separate component of ASTD’s 1989 Models for HRD Practice study. As part of
the second round of role expert questionnaires, respondents provided narrative

information as to how they predicted a future force would impact on the functional
HRD role which they were evaluating (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The final

listing was of the forces which were rated as having the highest potential to impact
human resource development work (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). The 13 future

forces as defined by the Models for HRD Practice research were listed in the
sequence according to the degree of consensus by the experts:
1. Increased pressure and capacity to measure workforce productivity,
performance, cost-effectiveness and efficiency;

2. Increased pressure to demonstrate the value, impact, quality,
and practicality of HRD services;
3. Accelerated rate of change and more uncertain business

environment;

4. Increased emphasis on customer service and expectation of
quality products and services from the workforce;
5. Increased sophistication and variety of tools, technologies,

methods, theories and choices in HRD;

6. Increased diversity (demographics, values, experience) at
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all levels of the workforce;
7. Increased expectations for higher levels of judgment and

flexibility in worker contribution (specifically more creativity,

risk taking, adaptation to change and teamwork);
8. Increased use of systems approaches that integrate HRD systems

and technology in the workplace;

9. Business strategies that concentrate more on human resources
and require strategic HRD actions;

10. Changed emphasis in organizations from loyalty to merit,
accountability, performance and relevant skills;

11. Globalization of business; increased and expanded international
markets, joint ventures, overseas ownerships and competition;

12. Increased need for commitment, meaningful work and
participation on the job by a larger proportion of the workforce;

13. Increased use of flatter, more flexible organization designs;
smaller, self-contained work groups and reduced staff.
(McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989, p. 19).

College and University Human Resources
Human resources at colleges and universities evolved just as the profession

did. At one time, both on campus and in business, personnel was considered a
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support function, more concerned with the applied administration of hiring than
exerting the institution-wide influence on behavior modification as was often the case

in the current environment (Mirvis, 1993). Personnel work on college campuses has
undergone significant changes since the earliest days when it involved little more than

quarterly payroll for the professors and their assistants (Mackie, 1990). The

institutions themselves were simple in structure, and non-faculty positions were few

(Harkness, 1965). In 1959, Yoder and Nelson predicted greater responsibility and
more reliance on an employee relations administrator on campuses. Although the

complexity of the function grew, until the 1970s the personnel administration
function for staff was absorbed into the work of administrators who had other

responsibilities, while the faculty retained control of personnel administration for
their own people (Mackie, 1990).

Personnel administration was one of the most recent areas on campus which
became a specialty area (Harkness, 1965). Prior to 1941, only five of the leading

universities in the United States had an established staff personnel program, and
college personnel administrators did not have a formal inter-campus meeting until

1947 due to insufficient numbers of interested participants (Harkness, 1965). At this
initial meeting, the College and University Personnel Association (CUPA) was

founded by Donald Dickason and membership was open to “all business officers of
educational institutions charged with personnel functions in their administration”

(Harkness, 1965, p. 1). CUPA now supports a Human Resource Development
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Department, employs 21 staff members, and had a 1991 membership of 1612

institutions (Creal, 1995-96).

Despite the growth in CUPA membership, little research has been conducted
about human resource development functions at higher education institutions in the

United States. Rather than studying the variety of functions within different types of

institutions, three studies commissioned by the College and University Personnel
Association sought to measure how many full-time equivalent staff members
performed pre-selected human resource functions. The central functions studied
were: employment, benefits, salary administration and classification, records and

labor relations (Bouchard, Davidson & Fortunato, 1992). One CUPA study
researched staffing of human resources in mid-sized educational institutions
(Bouchard & Fortunato, 1990a), a second study reviewed staffing in two-year

institutions (Bouchard & Fortunato, 1990b) and third study reported on staffing in

large educational institutions (Bouchard, Davidson & Fortunato, 1992). The reviews

of staffing patterns were descriptive studies and did not lead to recommendations or
proposed restructuring of functions.

Five key human resource functional areas were identified in the National
Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO) human resource
management primer. The NACUBO handbook listed five primary categories of
human resource management roles in higher education and detailed 72 functions

within those roles (Heidler in Ginsburg, 1993). The five key functional activities
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identified by NACUBO were: (a) employment, (b) training and development, (c)
labor and employee relations, (d) wage and salary and (e) benefits and services

(Heidler in Ginsburg, 1993).
While only one of the functional areas identified by NACUBO could be
characterized in the domain of human resource development, Bouchard (1992) notes

that small campuses are now modifying the traditional, bureaucratic human resource

management policies in favor of more human resource development-oriented policies
which acknowledge the essential role employees play in the institution. NACUBO

called for increased emphasis on the training and development functions and called
upon its institutions to dedicate “significant attention. . . to training and development

programs at all levels of the institution. Investing in the skills and knowledge of
employees . . . will help colleges and universities meet current and new challenges

and demands on both employees and the institution itself’ (Ginsburg, 1993, p. xi).

Traditionally educational institutions have not placed a priority on

organizational development efforts, in contrast to the attention given to faculty
development and professional development for individuals. “By and large, schools
need to give more attention to their own organizational development” (Schmuck &

Runkel, 1985, p. 13). The Academic Administrator Grid (Blake, Mouton &
Williams, 1981) was one of the few organizational development theories specifically
developed for education. In the majority of cases, institution leaders and human

resource practitioners must adapt other organizational theories for use in academia.
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Although educational institutions have features which distinguish them from other
organizations (Schmuck & Runkel, 1985), the overarching similarities between all

organizations allows for the generalizability of organizational theory (Rubenstein &
Haberstroh, 1966). Investigations in diverse organizations and diverse functional

units has yielded very similar observations and behavioral patterns of “so many

characteristics that are strikingly similar in essence, if not in detail” (Rubenstein &
Haberstroh, 1966, p. 11). Thus, while personnel on campuses are unique (Blake,
Mouton & Williams, 1981), their behavior patterns still could be categorized within

the more general characteristics of organizational activity (Rubenstein & Haberstroh,
1966).

While the variety of organization type did not preclude generalizability, it was
important to have some consistency in the size of institutions in the sample.
Investigators at the University of Aston studied the effect seven variables had on

predicting the structure of organizations (Jackson, Morgan & Paolillo, 1986). The
Aston studies found that size was the best predictor of the structure of activities

within organizations (Jackson, Morgan & Paolillo, 1986). Hall (1987) indicated that

increasing size is related to increasing differentiation, with larger organizations
employing more specialists (Jackson, Morgan & Paolillo, 1986). Administrative
control is inversely related to size, and span of control is directly related to size (Hall,

1987). Hall also found that increased size is related to increased structuring of
organizational activities and decreased concentrations of authority (1987, p. 103).

■
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Summary
The selected review of literature suggested that the field of human resource
development had undergone significant evolution since the turn of the century and

another paradigm shift was predicted with the approach of the next epoch. This

section reviewed the history of human resource development, major theories which
had influenced the work of practitioners, and provided a review of the roles currently
performed by those in human resource development. The review also summarized
the key future forces which had been identified as likely to have an influence on

human resource behaviors.
The trends identified by industry leaders and theorists predicted that

organizations will respond to changing workforce demographics and growing
complexity by placing increased emphasis on organizational learning and employee

involvement. This portends a new role for human resource development

professionals who are charged with fulfilling roles in the areas of training and

development, organization development and career development.

Based upon the review of the literature, it is evident that the role of the human
resource component in organizations is evolving. This study investigated the role

expectations and predictions of trends for human resources in small, private colleges
and universities.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

This study identified the role expectations, reporting hierarchy, years in role

and trends in human resource development as reported by the person responsible for
human resource development in small, private colleges and universities within the

Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) geographic area, as measured by
responses on the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey. The

methodology and research design for the study are described in this chapter.

Research Questions
The procedures in this chapter were designed to gather valid data to answer
the following research questions:

1. What roles do selected SREB institutions expect the person responsible for

human resource development to perform?

2. What percentage of time does the human resource development person
perform each of these roles?

63

3. What is the relationship between the percentage of time during which
selected roles are performed and the demographic characteristic of total number of

years in any human resource development role?

4. What is the relationship between the percentage of time during which
selected roles are performed and the reporting hierarchy for the human resource
development person?

5. What trends does the human resource development person expect for the
role of human resource development on his/her campus by the year 2000?

Population and Sample
The population for this study was all the four-year, private schools in Southern

Regional Education Board (SREB) states which were classified by Carnegie (Boyer,
1994) classifications as either: (a) Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and

Colleges II, (b) Baccalaureate (Liberal Ails) Colleges I, or (c) Baccalaureate (Liberal
Arts) Colleges II (see Table 1). The SREB included the states of Alabama, Arkansas,

Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina,

Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia and West Virginia (Marks,
1994-95). All schools within the SREB states which were within the three designated

Carnegie classifications were surveyed; thus the institutions served as both the
population and the sample (N=200, n=200). This design strengthened the
generalizability of the results to all small, private institutions within the SREB area.
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The Southern Regional Education Board represented 25% of the private

institutions in the United States (Marks, 1994-95). The private SREB institutions

represented within the three Carnegie classifications (Master’s II, Baccalaureate I and
II) represented 32.3% of all institutions nationwide within those three classifications

(Boyer, 1994). Cun-ent Carnegie classifications were based on institutional mission

and the highest level of degrees confen-ed; whereas previous Carnegie classifications
also made distinctions according to enrollment (Boyer 1987, 1994). The survey

population was determined utilizing the latest enrollment designations of categories in

which institutions enrolled under 3,500 students (Boyer, 1987). The size delineation
paralleled that used by Harkness (1965) in his initial studies of small college
personnel administration. Since there was a “strong, positive relationship between

size and structure” (Hall, 1987, p. 103), the survey sample controlled for the size
variable by ensuring that all institutions in the population maintained a full time
equivalent enrollment (FTE) of under 3,500 students.

Instrumentation
The instrument utilized to gather data for this study was the Human Resource

Development (HRD) Roles Survey which was developed specifically for this research

purpose (see Appendix B). This survey consisted of a total of 49 questions in three
categories: (a) demographic characteristics about the institution, including enrollment
and employee numbers, (b) demographic characteristics about the human resource
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development administrator, including years in function, gender and educational level

and (c) responsibilities and expectations regarding the human resource development
function, both in the present and in the future. In addition to answering quantitative

questions, respondents were also given the opportunity to answer an open-ended
question regarding personal expectations of which functional area(s) would increase

in priority for human resource development on their campuses by the year 2000. A
job description and organizational chart were also requested from the respondents.
The questions on the instrument regarding the human resource development

roles were based on the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD)

delineations outlined in Models for HRD Practice (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989).

Through research with 705 role experts and modifications made by 473 practitioners,
ASTD identified 11 roles for human resource development (McLagan, 1989). The 11
ASTD roles served as the basis for the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles

Survey and were the categories utilized to describe and analyze the roles of human

resource development on campus.
The Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey was tested for

readability by a panel of 12 experts in July, 1996 (see Appendix C). As a result of
this reading, changes were made to the survey layout and size, and modifications
were made to enhance the respondent’s understanding of the type of data requested.
The survey was also reviewed for content analysis and face validity by a panel of 17

practitioners in September, 1996 (see Appendix D). As a result of this reading,

i
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changes were made to the survey regarding definitions of who was to fill out the
survey and a rewording was done to the question regarding job title of the person to
whom human resource development reported.

Methods

This study was a one shot case study (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). The study

was a descriptive study, designed to analyze the human resource development roles
currently being performed at small, private higher education institutions in the SREB

region and to predict future trends for the selected roles. The results were measured

by tabulating the responses expressed by human resource development administrators
on the selected campuses.
The Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey was mailed to the

presidents of the sample institutions on October 2, 1996. Included with the
questionnaire was a letter that provided a definition of human resource development,
an explanation of the purpose of the study and a request that the president forward the
survey and a second letter to the most appropriate person at the institution (see
Appendix E). The second letter explained the instrument and the study to the person

completing the questionnaire (see Appendix F). A self-addressed, stamped envelope
was also included with the mailing to increase the return rate of the instrument. A
total of 73 surveys were returned as a result of this mailing (36.5%).

r

67
In effort to increase the response rate, on November 4, 1996 a second mailing

was forwarded to those institutions who had not yet responded to the initial mailing
(n=127). The second mailing included a follow-up letter to the president, a second
copy of the survey and letter for the person completing the questionnaire, and another
self-addressed stamped envelope (see Appendix G). An additional 48 surveys were
returned after the second mailing (37.7%).
Three weeks after the second mailing, the telephone was used to conduct

follow-up interviews when necessary to obtain the desired number of responses in a
particular demographic category. Twenty-four schools were called on the telephone.

Data were collected via the telephone from institutions which indicated that there was
not a person assigned to the human resource development role. Another copy of the
Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey was sent by facsimile machine
in response to any phone contact which yielded an affirmative response from the

institution, indicating that there was a person assigned to the human resource
development role. Telephone and facsimile contacts generated an additional 20

responses (15.7%).
The institution’s president or representative was requested to return the survey
even if no one performed the roles at the campus. Respondents were ensured that

their participation was voluntary and that confidentiality and individual anonymity

would be maintained in the reported results.
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A return rate of 50% plus one of the sample (n=101) was considered an
appropriate return rate for this study (Kerlinger, 1986). A response from the
institution stating that the institution did not have a person designated to administer
the human resource development role was considered to be a valid return for the

purpose of this research. The data in Table 1 showed that the actual return rate for

this study was 71.5% (n=143).

Data Analysis
The following methods were used to identify the role expectations, time

allocations, years in role, reporting hierarchy and trends in human resource
development reported by the person responsible for human resource development at

small, private colleges and universities within the SREB geographic area.

Quantitative data were analyzed using the Statistical Analysis System (SAS). Data
were analyzed through the compilation of frequency distributions and percentages of

total responses for the institutional demographic characteristics, demographic

characteristics of the respondent and contextual data regarding the human resource
development position on the respondent’s campus.
In addition, frequency distributions and percentages were calculated to
compile data regarding expectations, time allocations and predictions of trends for

selected human resource development roles. An emergent category analysis was
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Table 1

Survey Population and Return by State
Population

Return

% Returned

Alabama

11

7

63.6

Arkansas

8

6

75.0

Florida

13

7

53.8

Georgia

16

13

81.2

Kentucky

16

10

62.5

Louisiana

4

2

50.0

Maryland

8

7

87.5

Mississippi

5

4

80.0

27

17

62.9

4

4

100.0

South Carolina

15

12

80.0

Tennessee

25

15

60.0

Texas

22

18

81.8

Virginia

19

15

78.9

7

6

85.7

200

143

71.5

State

North Carolina
Oklahoma

West Virginia

Total

70

performed to categorize the responses to the open-ended questions regarding

projected trends in the field and to summarize data regarding adjunct responsibilities
performed by the respondents. Supplemental qualitative data were derived from

analysis of organizational charts and job descriptions provided by the participating
institutions. Additional post hoc analyses were conducted where appropriate.

Summary

The procedures described in this chapter were designed to identify the role

expectations, reporting hierarchy, years in role and trends in human resource
development reported by the person responsible for human resource development at

small, private colleges and universities within the Southern Regional Education Board

(SREB) geographic area, as measured by responses on the Human Resource

Development (HRD) Roles Survey. The entire population of SREB institutions in
three categories of Carnegie classifications was surveyed using an instrument based
on the model of human resource development function categories as determined by
the HRD profession’s extensive research. Appropriate statistical tests were performed
to analyze the data.
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Chapter 4

Analysis of Data

This chapter presents a description and analysis of the data collected in the

study of roles and trends for human resource development. The purpose of the study

was to identify role expectations, reporting hierarchy, years in role and trends in
human resource development as reported by the person responsible for human

resource development in small, private colleges and universities within the Southern
Regional Education Board (SREB) area. This chapter is divided into the following
sections: (a) population and return, (b) institutional demographic data, (c) individual

demographic data, (d) analysis of HRD roles, (e) analysis of HRD trends and (f) a
summary of the chapter.

Population and Return

The population for this study consisted of all 200 four-year, private schools in
the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) states which were classified by

Carnegie classifications as either: (a) Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and

Colleges II, (b) Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) Colleges I or (c) Baccalaureate (Liberal

r
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Arts) Colleges IL The designation of the three Carnegie classifications limited the
population to institutions with an enrollment under 3,500 students (Boyer, 1987).

The entire population was surveyed, and 143 (72%) of the institutions responded with

usable instruments (see Appendix H). The returns were geographically representative

and distributed among the three Carnegie classifications. As illustrated by the data
presented in Table 2, each of the 15 SREB states had a return of 50% or greater.
Within the sample, 20 of the Master’s II colleges and universities responded (91%);

32 of the private Baccalaureate I institutions responded (78%), and 91 of the private
Baccalaureate II colleges responded (66%).

Institutions were sent the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey
as the instrument used to collect individual and institutional demographic data.
Respondents were asked whether or not a person was assigned to the human resource

development role at the institution. Of the total 143 responses, 69 institutions (48%)

indicated that a person was assigned to the HRD role, while 74 colleges and
universities indicated that no person was assigned (52%). The data in Table 3
presented the distribution of HRD assignments by Carnegie classification of

institution.

r
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Table 2
Survey Population and Return by Carnegie Classification

SREB
States

Private
Private
Private Master’s
Baccalaureate
Baccalaureate
Universities and
Colleges I
Colleges II_________Total_____
Colleges II
Population Return Population Return Population Return Population Return

Alabama

2

2

3

2

6

3

11

7

Arkansas

0

0

1

1

7

5

8

6

Florida

1

0

1

1

11

6

13

7

Georgia

0

0

5

4

11

9

16

13

Kentucky

2

2

4

2

10

6

16

10

Louisiana

0

0

0

0

4

2

4

2

Maryland

2

2

4

4

2

1

8

7

Mississippi

0

0

1

1

4

3

5

4

No. Carolina

4

3

4

2

19

12

27

17

Oklahoma

1

1

0

0

3

3

4

4

So. Carolina

1

1

4

4

10

7

15

12

Tennessee

3

3

2

2

20

10

25

15

Texas

2

2

3

3

17

13

22

18

Virginia

1

1

8

5

10

9

19

15

W. Virginia

3

3

1

1

3

2

7

6

22

20

41

32

137

91

200

143

Total

Total Percentage

91%

78%

66%

72%

■
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Table 3
Frequency Distribution of Assignment of a Person to Human Resource
Development by Carnegie Classification

Carnegie Classification

Yes
No
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Private Master’s II

10

50

10

50

Private Baccalaureate I

19

59

13

41

Private Baccalaureate II

40

44

51

56

Total

69

48

74

52

A response on the survey stating that the institution did not have a person

designated to administer the HRD role was considered to be a valid return for this
study. However, if an institution did not assign a person to the human resource

development role, no further information was requested on the instrument. Thus all
of the subsequent data reported in this analysis was indicative only of information
compiled from the 69 affirmative responses from institutions who did assign a person

to the human resource development role.

r
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Institutional Demographic Data

Demographic data relative to the institutions were collected from the

administrator assigned to the human resource development role at the college or
university. These data included the following: (a) name and state of institution, (b)
total full time equivalent enrollment, (c) total number of employees and (d) type of

institution: either independent or church-related.
The name of the institution was voluntarily disclosed as part of the survey
response, and a list of the 143 participating institutions was included in Appendix H.

According to the data presented in Table 4, a person was assigned to the human

resource development role in 14 of the 15 SREB states. Analysis by state indicated a
range from zero to 72% of the institutional return in that state which assigned a
person to the HRD role.
The full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment for the institutions ranged from a

low of 300 to a high of 3416, with a mean of 1308 FTE. For institutions classified by

Carnegie as Master’s II, the mean FTE enrollment was 1882. Baccalaureate Colleges
I reported a mean FTE of 1503, while Baccalaureate Colleges II reported a mean FTE
of 1092. These enrollment averages were consistent with the desired sample of small

institutions with under 3,500 enrollment. The ranges and means of enrollment are
presented in Table 5.

1
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Table 4
Institutions Assigning a Person to the Human Resource Development Role bv

State
Percentage

Responses

Assign HRD

Alabama

7

5

71

Arkansas

6

2

33

Florida

7

1

14

Georgia

14

6

43

Kentucky

10

6

60

Louisiana

2

0

0

Maryland

6

3

50

Mississippi

5

0

0

17

8

47

4

1

25

South Carolina

12

6

50

Tennessee

15

9

60

Texas

18

13

72

Virginia

14

7

50

6

2

33

143

69

48

State

North Carolina
Oklahoma

West Virginia

Total
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Table 5

Full-time Enrollments

Carnegie Classification

Range

Mean

1092 - 3416

1882

Baccalaureate I

373 - 3013

1503

Baccalaureate II

300 - 3000

1092

Master’s II

The total number of employees at the sample institutions ranged from 80 to
650, with a mean of 273. In the 69 institutions assigning a person to the HRD role

there was a reported total of 16,941 employees. According to the data presented in
Table 6, the majority of institutions (55%) reported less than 300 total employees.

Table 6
Total Number of Employees

Employees

Frequency

Percentage

Less than 200

22

32

200 - 299

16

23

300- 399

13

19

400 - 499

5

7

500 - 650

6

9

Not Reported

7

10

69

100

Total

78
All of the institutions in the sample were privately supported. Of the 69

respondents which assigned a person to the human resource development role, 52
indicated that the institution was church related (75%). The remaining 17

respondents designated an institutional type as independent (25%).

The summary profile for the average institutional demographics would be that

of a private, four-year college or university located within the SREB states. The
institution would be church related, have a full time equivalent enrollment of 1308

and a total of 273 employees.

Individual Demographic Data
Several questions were asked on the Human Resource Development (HRD)
Roles Survey regarding individual demographic characteristics about the respondent

and the HRD position that he/she held. Individual demographics were collected on:
(a) job title, (b) number of years in the current position, (c) number of years at the

institution, (d) number of years in any human resource development role, (e) gender,
(f) highest educational level and (g) college major. Positional information was

collected regarding: (a) the job title of the person to whom the HRD person reported,
(b) whether the position was full-time or part-time, (c) the percentage of

responsibilities assigned to the HRD role and (d) other responsibilities if the position

was not exclusively assigned to HRD functions.

7
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There were a total of 37 different titles assigned to the person responsible for
human resource development at responding institutions (see Appendix I). Director of

Human Resources was the most common title (n=17), and there were many
combinations of titles pairing human resources with another university function. The

second most common title was that of Director of Personnel (n=6). As with human

resources, there were many combinations of titles which included both personnel and
another functional area. Director of human resources and combinations of such

accounted for 45% of the titles, and titles of personnel director or related
combinations accounted for 29% of the reported titles. The data in Table 7 indicate a

summary of title variations and frequencies.
Respondents were also required to qualify the number of years of human
resource development employment within established categories: (a) 0-3 years, (b) 4-

7 years, (c) 8-12 years and (d) 13 years and above. The categories were selected
based upon the publication date of the American Society of Training and

Development (ASTD) models on which the survey instrument was based. The initial
ASTD report Models for Excellence was published in 1983; 13 years before the HRD
Roles survey was administered (McLagan & Bedrick, 1983). The most recent ASTD

competency study was published in 1989; seven years before the HRD survey
distribution (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). Models for HRD Practice was
conceptualized to study the HRD field for three to five years (McLagan &
Suhadolnik, 1989); thus the 0-3 years category was added to determine whether those
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new to the field allocated a different percentage of time to the performance of the

selected HRD roles.

Table 7

Job Title of Person in Human Resource Development Role
Title

Frequency

Percentage

Director/Assistant Director or
Manager of Human Resources

26

38

Director of Human Resources
Paired with Another Function

5

7

Director/ Manager of Personnel

14

20

Director of Personnel Paired with
Another Function

6

9

Vice President or Assistant

8

12

Benefits Coordinator

3

4

Other

4

6

Not Given

3

4

69

100

Total

81

i

The data presented in Table 8 indicated that 45% of the respondents had been

in their position for three years or less (n=31). The percentage of people serving their
institution for that same 0-3 years time interval decreased to 33% (n=23), and further

decreased to 30% when reporting total length service in any human resource
development role (n=20). As the data presented in Table 8 show, more of the

respondents had been in their current role for fewer years, while the reverse is true

when examining the total number of years in any HRD role.

Table 8
Distribution of Respondents by Number of Years in Human Resource

Development Role
Yrs. Employment

In Current
Position

At Institution

In Any HRD Role

0 - 3 Years

45

33

30

4-7 Years

22

20

14

8 -12 Years

22

25

16

13+ Years

11

22

40

Note. The values represent percentages.
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Respondents were also asked to indicate whether their gender was female or
male. Of the 69 administrators completing the demographic section of the

questionnaire, 47 were female and 22 were male. These data are presented in Table 9.

Table 9

Gender of Respondents

Gender

Frequency

Female

47

68

Male

22

32

Total

69

100

Percentage

Information regarding the highest educational level attained by respondents

was also collected as part of the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey.
The majority of the respondents had received bachelor’s degrees (56%) with other

responses ranging from high school diplomas through doctorates. A summary of the

educational levels earned by respondents is presented in Table 10.
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Table 10

Highest Educational Level of Respondents

Educational Level

Frequency

Percentage

5

7

Bachelor’s

38

56

Master’s

20

29

Doctorate

3

4

Other

3

4

Total

69

100

High School

Of the 61 respondents who indicated that they had received degrees, business
administration (n=19) or a business-related field (n=13) were the most frequent
majors. Over half of the respondents (53%) cited a business major, while 21%

majored in arts and sciences and 13% majored in the social sciences. The remaining

14% of respondents did not indicate a major field. Majors represented a wide range
of disciplines from French to social work, speech pathology, systematic theology and
a Ph.D. in history. Four respondents indicated a major in human resource

management and only one in human resource development. The summary of majors
by field is reported in Table 11.
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Table 11
Major in Highest Educational Level Obtained by Respondents

Major Field

Frequency

Percentage

Business/Business Administration

19

32

Other Business Fields

13

21

Arts & Sciences

13

21

Social Sciences

8

13

Not Reported

8

13

61

100

Total With Degrees

The emphasis on business as a background for higher education human

resource development professionals is in contrast to the academic backgrounds of

HRD administrators as reported in a 1985 survey conducted by Training magazine
(Lee, 1985). The Training survey found that 17% of professional human resource
administrators held bachelor’s degrees in education, while only 16% held bachelor’s
degrees in business/management (Lee, 1985). An additional 14% of the sample held
bachelor’s degrees in social sciences, and 10% held degrees in psychology (Lee,
1985). In the Training survey, education was the most frequent graduate degree as

well with 31% of the respondents who held advanced degrees citing it as their major

(Lee, 1985). Business/management was listed as the graduate degree for 18% of the
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sample, and psychology majors represented 10% of those holding advanced degrees
(Lee, 1985).

The predominance of business was also evident in the job titles of the person

to whom the human resource development administrator reported. Over half of the
respondents (62%) assigned to the HRD role reported to the vice president for

business or finance. Just as the human resource administrators had a plethora of title

combinations, so did the position of HRD supervisor. Whether the title was vice
president for business, administration, finance, financial services or fiscal affairs, a

business and fiduciary emphasis was most apparent. Thirteen respondents reported
being supervised by the university president; whereas only five HRD administrators
indicated a vice president title (see Appendix I). The distribution of supervisor titles
is reported in Table 12.
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Table 12
Frequency Distribution of Job Title of Person to Whom Human Resource
Development Reports

Title of Boss

Frequency

Percentage

VP Business/Finance

43

62

President

13

19

Treasurer/Business Manager

5

7

Director of Human Resources

2

3

Other

4

6

Not Reported

2

3

69

100

Total

The final set of positional descriptors which was solicited on the Human

Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey related to the percentage of time

assigned to HRD roles. Nearly all (97%) of the respondents reported a full-time HRD
assignment. Only two people were part-time: one working 24 hours/week and the
other employed for 30 hours/week. Both of these employees were assigned to human

resource development responsibilities for only 1-25% of their time (maximum 6 to
7.5 hours/week).

While nearly all of the respondents were full-time employees of their
institution, 45% of the respondents (n=31) had less than half of their workload
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assigned to human resource development responsibilities. If a standard 40-hour work

week is assumed, those assigned 0-25% of their time to HRD spend a maximum of 10
hours/week on HRD functions. Only 14 of the respondents were assigned human
resource development for 100% of their responsibilities. The frequency distribution

of HRD time allocations is reported in Table 13.

Table 13

Frequency Distribution of Percent of Responsibilities Assigned to Human
Resource Development Role

HRD Responsibilities

Frequency

Percentage

1 - 25%

22

32

26 - 50%

9

13

51 -75%

13

19

76 - 99%

8

12

14

20

3

4

69

100

100%
Not Reported

Total

88

Human resource development administrators reported being assigned to a
wide range of other responsibilities in addition to their HRD functions. Personnel

policy functions were the most frequently cited adjunct function (n=17), with
payroll/benefit work and risk management/insurance responsibilities also repeatedly

reported (n=14 each). An emergent category analysis was conducted to identify the

top 10 additional areas of responsibility assigned to the administrator performing the
HRD role. These data are reported in Table 14. A complete listing other reported

responsibilities is listed in Appendix J.
The job descriptions which were supplied by the respondents also gave an

indication as to the variety of responsibilities performed by the human resource
development administrator. The job descriptions provided a comprehensive view of
the HRD job, making the emphasis on business-oriented functions more apparent than
the simplified listings provided in the survey responses. Appendix K provides three

representative job descriptions which help to illustrate that the human resource
development administrator is primarily a human resource management/personnel

officer. Training and development was the most frequently mentioned HRD

responsibility on the job descriptions, but it was often listed as one item near the
bottom of the list of job duties. Only three of the 20 job descriptions which were

provided mentioned specific HRD responsibilities beyond training, and only one of
the job descriptions mentioned familiarity with pedagogical principles as a job

qualification.
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Table 14

Emergent Category Analysis for Responsibilities in Addition to Human
Resource Development

Other Responsibilities

i

Frequency

Personnel Policy

17

Payroll/Benefits

14

Risk Management/Insurance

14

Auxiliary Services

9

Financial Management

7

Employment/EOE

7

Buildings/Grounds/Facilities

5

Administrative Assistant

4

Legal

4

Student Services

3

Purchasing

3

Advancement

3

Note. Multiple responses were possible.
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Analysis of HRD Roles

The first three sections of the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles

Survey solicited responses regarding the institution, demographic characteristics of
the respondent, and contextual data about the HRD position on the respondent’s

campus. The final section of the instrument was utilized to collect data regarding
expectations, time allocations and predictions of trends for selected HRD roles.

The 11 selected roles were identified through a comprehensive study

commissioned by the American Society for Training and Development to identify and
define the key functions of human resource development work. The outcome of this

study was delineated in the Models for HRD Practice report and was used as the basis
for the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey (McLagan &
Suhadolnik, 1989). The 11 functions which define the areas of HRD work were: (a)

Administrator, (b) Evaluator, (c) HRD Manager, (d) HRD Materials Developer, (e)

Individual Career Development Advisor, (f) Instructor/Facilitator, (g) Marketer, (h)
Needs Analyst, (i) Organization Change Agent, (j) Program Designer and (k)

Researcher (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989).

Respondents were asked to specify whether each of the 11 roles was currently
expected of them. The Administrator role was expected of the greatest number of

respondents (n=58), with 84% of the institutions which assigned someone to HRD
responsibilities expecting that the Administrator role be performed as part of the HRD
function. The HRD Manager role was cited with the second greatest frequency
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(n=43), indicating that 62% of the respondents were expected to perform the HRD
Manager role as part of their HRD responsibilities. The Individual Career
Development Advisor was clearly the least expected role, with only 12 of the 69

respondents citing it as a cun-ent expectation (17%). The frequency distributions for

role expectations for all 11 roles are listed in Table 15.

Table 15

Frequency Distribution Summary of Human Resource Development Role
Expectations

Frequency

Percentage

Administrator

58

84

Evaluator

37

54

HRD Manager

43

62

HRD Materials Developer

37

54

Individual Career Development Advisor

12

17

Instructor/Facilitator

27

39

Marketer

22

32

Needs Analyst

41

59

Organization Change Agent

35

51

Program Designer

31

45

Researcher

35

51

HRD Roles
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The role expectations for HRD administrators seemed to vary according to the

type of institution. At Master’s Universities and Colleges II, HRD administrators
were expected to perform less Administrator functions (70%) and more HRD
!

Manager roles (90%). HRD Materials Developer and Researcher roles were expected
of 90% and 80% respectively of the respondents at Master’s II institutions. The

Marketer role (20%) and Individual Career Development Advisor role (10%) carried
the least expectations at the Master’s II category of institutions.

For HRD administrators employed at institutions classified by Carnegie as
Baccalaureate Colleges I, 95% were expected to perform the Administrator role. The
HRD Manager role was expected of 68% of respondents, while 63% were expected to

perform the Instructor/Facilitator role and Needs Analyst role. Once again, the
Individual Career Development Advisor role was expected of the fewest respondents

(21%).

At Carnegie Baccalaureate Colleges II, the Administrator role carried the
highest expectation (83%), followed by Needs Analyst (58%), Evaluator and HRD

Manager (both 53%). The Instructor/Facilitator role was expected of only 28% of the

respondents, and Individual Career Development Advisor of 18%. The distribution of
expectations for all 11 roles by institutional category is presented in Table 16.
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Table 16

Frequency Distribution of Human Resource Development Administrators Who
Are Expected to Perform Selected Human Resource Development Roles

Frequency

Percentage

Administrator
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

7
18
33
58

70
95
83
84

Evaluator
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

6
10
21
37

60
53
53
54

HRD Manager
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

9
13
21
43

90
68
53
62

HRD Materials Developer
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

9
8
20
37

90
42
50
54

Individual Career Development Advisor
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

1
4
7
12

10
21
18
17

Instructor/Facilitator
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total__________________________
(Continued)

4
12
11
27

40
63
28
39

HRD Roles/Carnegie Classifications
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Table 16, continued

Frequency

Percentage

Marketer
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

2
6
14
22

20
31
35
32

Needs Analyst
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

6
12
23
41

60
63
58
59

Organization Change Agent
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

6
10
19
35

60
53
48
51

Program Designer
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

5
9
17
31

50
47
43
45

Researcher
Master’s Universities and Colleges II
Baccalaureate Colleges I
Baccalaureate Colleges II
Total

8
8
19
35

80
42
48
51

HRD Roles/Carnegie Classifications

The affiliation of a college or university seemed to make little difference in
role expectations for HRD administrators. At church related institutions, the three

most expected HRD roles were Administrator (88%), HRD Manager (60%) and

Needs Analyst (60%). At independent institutions, the priority of expectations were

■
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Administrator (82%), HRD Manager (76%) and Needs Analyst (71%). Thus while
the degree of the expectation changed, the priorities remained consistent. Table 17
shows the role expectations by institutional affiliation.

Table 17

Frequency Distribution of Role Expectations by Institutional Affiliation

HRD Roles

Church
Related

Independent

Overall

Administrator

88

82

84

Evaluator

56

53

54

HRD Manager

60

76

62

HRD Materials Developer

58

47

54

Individual Career Development Advisor

15

29

17

Instructor/Facilitator

42

41

39

Marketer

27

41

32

Needs Analyst

60

71

59

Organization Change Agent

54

47

51

Program Designer

44

53

45

Researcher

56

35

51

Note, The values represent percentages.

I
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It was not just institutional characteristics which affected the expectations to
perform selected HRD roles. Perceptions also varied regarding whether HRD roles
were expected of administrators according to the number of years the respondent

spent in human resource development roles. Respondents with the fewest number of

years in the field were expected to perform the Administrator role and Researcher role
(82% each), with the third highest expectation ranking for Instructor/Facilitator
(50%). Most HRD administrators in the human resource development field for 4-7

years were expected to perform the Administrator role (89%), but subsequent
expectations are for the Needs Analyst role (67%), Evaluator (56%) and HRD

Manager (56%). All respondents who had been in the HRD field for 8-12 years were

expected to perform the HRD Manager role, Needs Analyst role and Researcher role
(100% each). The respondents with the most years of experience in an HRD role
were expected to perform the Administrator role (81%), HRD Manager role (70%),

Needs Analyst role (59%) and Organization Change Agent role (59%). The lowest
percentage of expectation to perform was the Individual Career Development Advisor

role for all the experience groupings, except that of 4-7 years in HRD. For that
population, the Instructor/Facilitator role and the Marketer role were expected for the

least number of respondents (22% each). The role expectations for all 11 roles and

the four categories of experience are reported in Table 18.
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Table 18

Frequency Distribution of Role Expectations by Number of Years in Human

Resource Development
0-3
Years

4-7
Years

8-12
Years

Administrator

82

89

91

81

84

Evaluator

45

56

64

56

54

HRD Manager

36

56

100

70

62

HRD Materials Developer

41

33

91

56

54

9

44

9

19

17

Instructor/Facilitator

50

22

45

33

39

Marketer

32

22

73

19

32

Needs Analyst

36

67

100

59

59

Organization Change Agent

32

33

82

59

51

Program Designer

36

44

64

44

45

Researcher

82

44

100

41

51

HRD Roles

Individual Career Development Advisor

13 +
Years Overall

Note. The values represent percentages of respondents.

Even though the HRD administrator is expected to perform the multiple roles
that define human resource development work, in reality not all of the roles were
always performed. The data from Table 19 show that the actual non-performance
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levels during the period of the study were greater than the expected non-performance
levels for all 11 roles. The actual performance data were derived from reported time

spent on the roles for the 30 days prior to completing the Human Resource
Development (HRD) Roles Survey; thus, it is possible that the roles could have been
performed at other periods throughout the year. The comparison of expected

performance and expected/actual non-performance data by role are shown in Table
19.
The data in Table 20 include the frequency counts (which correspond to the

percentages reported in Table 19) for the respondents who indicated that they spent

no time performing the selected HRD role in the last 30 days. Over half of the
respondents did not perform nine of the 11 HRD roles during the research period.

Table 20 includes data only from the 69 respondents who indicated that a person was
assigned to the human resource development role at their institution; therefore this

data exacerbates the depth of non-performance when combined with the results of the

74 initial institutions who reported that no one was assigned to the HRD role at their
campus.

99

Table 19

Comparison Between Expected Role Performance and Actual Time on Role

HRD Roles

I

Expected to
Perform Role a

Non-Performance
Expected b Actual c

Administrator

84

16

23

Evaluator

54

46

57

HRD Manager

62

38

46

HRD Materials Developer

54

46

55

Individual Career Development Advisor

17

83

88

Instructor/Facilitator

39

61

73

Marketer

32

68

76

Needs Analyst

59

41

58

Organization Change Agent

51

49

60

Program Designer

45

55

65

Researcher

51

43

57

Notes. The values represent percentages, a) “Expected to Perform Role” is
expectation value from Table 15. b) “Expected Did Not Perform” value is 100 minus
the “Expected to Perform Role” value, c) “Actual Did Not Perform” value is reported

non-performance data for 30 days prior to responding to survey.
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Table 20

Frequency Distribution of Respondents Who Spent No Time in Role
HRD Roles

Frequency

Percentage

Administrator

13

23

Evaluator

35

57

HRD Manager

28

46

HRD Materials Developer

35

55

Individual Career Development Advisor

58

88

Instructor/Facilitator

46

73

Marketer

51

76

Needs Analyst

34

58

Organization Change Agent

37

60

Program Designer

41

65

Researcher

35

57

For nine of the 11 roles, the number of respondents who did not perform the

role outnumbered the frequency of those respondents who did spend time on the role
in the 30 days of the research period. Only 19 of the responses indicated that the
HRD administrator spent more than 50% of his/her time on any one role; the majority
of allocations were in the 1-25% of time category. Table 21 reports the distribution of
role performance across the time groupings.
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Table 21

Frequency Distribution of Respondents Who Spent Selected Percentages of Time
in Human Resource Development Role in Last 30 Days
HRD Roles

0

1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%

Administrator

13

17

13

7

7

Evaluator

35

25

1

0

0

HRD Manager

28

24

5

1

3

HRD Materials Developer

35

28

1

0

0

Individual Career Development Advisor

58

8

0

0

0

Instructor/Facilitator

46

16

1

0

0

Marketer

51

15

0

1

0

Needs Analyst

34

25

0

0

0

Organization Change Agent

37

24

1

0

0

Program Designer

41

21

1

0

0

Researcher

35

27

0

0

0

The data in Table 21 were condensed into quadrants, but the respondents
supplied a numerical value to report their percentage of time. According to the data

in Table 22, the time spent in each function varied greatly among the HRD
administrator who did perform the selected roles. The data in Table 22 report the

number of respondents who actually performed the roles, the range of the percentage
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of time spent on each role and the group mean for the percentage of time spent. As
the data indicate, the HRD Manager role varied from 1-100% of the respondent’s time
spent on that role, the Administrator varied from 2 -90% of time spent on the role,

while the Individual Career Development Advisor only varied from 1-10% of time

spent on the role. Group means for percentage of time varied from 41% on the
Administrator role to 4.5% on the Individual Career Development Advisor role.
Table 22 displays the ranges and means for all 11 HRD roles.

The frequency with which selected human resource development roles were

actually performed varied depending upon the number of years that the respondent
had been employed in the HRD field. The data in Table 18 indicated that the
expectation for role performance varied by the number of years employed in human

resource development. According to the data in Table 23, the actual performance of

selected roles also varied according to total number of years of HRD employment.
While a smaller percentage of the respondents actually performed the roles compared

to the percentage who were expected to perform them, the greatest percentages of

performance were in the same role categories as the highest priorities of expectation.
Therefore, although the respondents may not be performing to the extent of the
expectations, the priorities for which roles were being performed were congruent with
the roles expected to be performed. Table 23 displays the frequency and percentage

of actual role performance according to total number of years employed in human

resource development.
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Table 22

Distribution of Respondents Performing Human Resource Development Roles in
Last 30 Days

Frequency

Range of
% of Time

% of Time
Group Mean

Administrator

44

2-90

41.5

Evaluator

26

1-35

9.5

HRD Manager

33

1-100

23.7

HRD Materials Developer

29

2-50

10.0

8

1-10

4.5

Instructor/Facilitator

17

5-30

10.0

Marketer

16

1-52

12.5

Needs Analyst

25

2-20

7.0

Organization Change Agent

25

1-50

9.4

Program Designer

22

1-50

9.0

Researcher

27

1-20

6.4

HRD Roles

Individual Career Development Advisor

T
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Table 23

Frequency Distribution of Human Resource Development Administrators Who

Performed Selected Human Resource Development Functions

HRD Roles/Total Years in HRD

Respondents Who Performed
Role in Last 30 Days
Frequency
Percentage

Administrator
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

12
5
9
18

67
83
90
78

Evaluator
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

9
3
5
9

43
43
50
39

HRD Manager
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

6
4
9
14

30
50
90
61

HRD Materials Developer
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

6
3
9
11

30
33
90
44

1
2
1
4

5
29
9
15

Individual Career Development Advisor
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years_______________________
(Continued)
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Table 23, continued
=

HRD Roles/Total Years in HRD

Respondents Who Performed
Role in Last 30 Days
Frequency
Percentage

Instructor/Facilitator
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

5

28

1
4
7

12

Marketer
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

5
2
6
3

24
22
60

3
3
9

15
50
90

10

43

5

1
7
12

25
12
70
50

6
2

30
29

6
8

55

6
2
9

32
29
90
38

Needs Analyst
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years
Organization Change Agent
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

Program Designer
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

Researcher
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

10

36

27

11

32
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Analysis of Trends

In addition to questions about role expectations and current performance,
respondents were also asked to provide personal expectations of which human
development resource role(s) would increase in priority on their campuses by the year

2000. Respondents were asked to forecast whether the time they spent on each of the

11 roles would: (a) increase, (b) decrease or (c) remain unchanged by the end of the
decade. An average of 25 of the respondents predicted that there would be an

increase in the time they spent on the 11 HRD roles. An average of 15 of the
respondents predicted no change in time allocations, while approximately three of the
respondents predicted less time would be spent on a majority of the HRD roles. The

exact data are presented in Table 24.

In addition to providing structured predictions regarding changes in their time
allocations, respondents were afforded the opportunity to respond to an open-ended

question to list any changes which they expected to occur in human resource
development at their institutions by the year 2000. Two-thirds of the respondents

provided data in this format (n=52). The majority of the responses indicated growing

needs in human resource development and a hope that HRD staff would increase to
accommodate the increased training and development needs. An emergent category
analysis was conducted to summarize the key categories of change predicted for
human resource development in the next four years. These data are reported in Table

25. A complete listing of all responses to the question is reported in Appendix L.
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Table 24

Frequency Distribution of Expectation for Change in Time by the Year 2000

Increase

Decrease

No Change

Administrator

31

6

13

Evaluator

22

3

9

HRD Manager

22

2

20

HRD Materials Developer

25

2

13

Individual Career Development Advisor

12

1

19

Instructor/Facilitator

22

0

15

Marketer

22

1

14

Needs Analyst

28

5

10

Organization Change Agent

25

2

13

Program Designer

18

4

14

Researcher

23

2

15

HRD Roles

Note. Table includes all data that was reported. Several respondents chose not to

make predictions or did so only for roles which they currently performed.
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Table 25
Emergent Category Analysis for Predicted Changes in Human Resource

Development

Frequency

Trends

More Training and Development

13

Growth in Human Resource Responsibility

10

Growth in Human Resource Staff

9

New Concepts in Benefits/Compensation

8

New Concepts in Technology

7

Workforce Changes

7

Increase in Policy/Regulations

5

Note. Multiple responses were possible.

Summary
This chapter presented an analysis of the data collected to analyze the roles
and trends for human resource development at four-year, small private colleges and
universities within the SREB geographical area. Data were collected from 143

institutions through administration of the Human Resource Development (HRD)
Roles Survey. The survey solicited demographic information about the institution

and the respondent, plus collected contextual data about the HRD position on campus.
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Additional data were collected to analyze role expectations, time allocations and
predictions of trends for selected HRD roles. The survey was designed to gather valid

data to answer research questions regarding the roles HRD administrators were
l

expected to perform, the percentage of time each role was performed, the relationship
between time allocations and years in the HRD field, the relationship between time
allocations and reporting hierarchy and the prediction of trends for the remainder of
the decade. Frequency distributions, percentages and emergent category analyses
were utilized to organize and examine the data.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions and Recommendations

This chapter contains the major findings, conclusions and recommendations of
the study. The chapter is divided into the following sections: (a) problem statement,
(b) methodology, (c) major findings, (d) ancillary findings, (e) conclusions, (f)

recommendations and (g) researcher’s insights.

Problem Statement
This study was designed to identify the role expectations, reporting hierarchy,
years in role and trends in human resource development as reported by the person

responsible for human resource development in small, private colleges and

universities within the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) geographic area,
as measured by responses on the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles

Survey. Specifically the study sought to answer questions about the roles HRD

administrators were expected to perform, the percentage of time the administrator
performed the roles, the relationship between role performance and years in human
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resource development, the relationship between role performance and reporting

hierarchy and predicted trends by the year 2000.

Methodology

This research project was a descriptive study which gathered data from
selected colleges and universities. All of the four-year, private institutions in the

SREB geographic area which were identified by Carnegie as either: (a) Master’s
(Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges II, (b) Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts)

Colleges I or (c) Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) Colleges II were surveyed. These 200
institutions served as both the population and the sample.
The Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey was utilized to
collect data from the HRD administrators at the selected SREB institutions. The

instrument was developed specifically for this research purpose as a vehicle to gather
demographic data regarding the institution, the human resource development
administrator, performance of selected HRD roles and predictions of trends.

Questions on the survey regarding the human resource development roles were based

on the American Society for Training and Development delineations as reported in

Models for HRD Practice (McLagan & Suhadolink, 1989).
A return rate of 72% was recorded for this research project. If an institution

indicated that it did not assign a person to the human resource development role the
response was considered a valid return for the purpose of this study; however, only

I
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data from the institutions which did assign a person to the HRD role were
incorporated into the findings reported to answer the research questions. Qualitative

data were analyzed utilizing the Statistical Analysis System (SAS). Quantitative data

were evaluated through an emergent category analysis. Findings from the survey
regarding individual and institutional demographic data were reported in Chapter 4.
The following chapter reports data to answer the major research questions.

Major Findings

The Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey was designed to

provide valid data to answer five research questions. Utilizing both qualitative and

quantitative data received from the respondents, the following interpretations were

made regarding the conclusions to the research inquiries. Findings from the study are
presented following the research question to which the data pertains.

Question 1
What roles do selected SREB institutions expect the person responsible for

human resource development to perform?
On the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey, respondents
were asked to indicate which of the 11 selected HRD roles were expected of them in

their current position. The data indicated that the primary role expectation for HRD
personnel at the sample institutions was that of Administrator (84%). The descending
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order of priority expectations were that of HRD Manager (62%), Needs Analyst
(59%), Evaluator (54%), HRD Manager (54%), Organization Change Agent (51%)

and Researcher (51%). The other four roles were expected of less than half of the

respondents.
Table 16 previously had indicated that the type of institutional classification

did influence the role expectations for the HRD administrator. At Master’s
Universities and Colleges II, the greatest expectation was for performance of the HRD
Manager role and HRD Materials Developer role (90% each). Other roles rated high
in performance expectation were Researcher (80%) and Administrator (70%). Three

additional roles were all expected of 60% of the respondents at Master’s II

institutions: Evaluator, Needs Analyst and Organization Change Agent. At

Baccalaureate Colleges I, 95% of respondents were expected to perform the
Administrator role. Other roles expected of the majority of respondents were the
HRD Manager role (68%), the Instructor/Facilitator role (63%) and Needs Analyst

role (63%). At Baccalaureate Colleges II, the Administrator role was expected of the
greatest number of respondents (83%), followed by Needs Analyst (58%), Evaluator

and HRD Manager (53% each). The Individual Career Development Advisor was

expected by the least number of respondents at all three types of institutions. The

results for all role expectations are reported in Table 26.
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Table 26

Frequency Distribution of Roles Expectations of Person Responsible for Human

Resource Development

HRD Role

Not
Expected of Person
Expected of Person
Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

Administrator

58

84

11

16

Evaluator

37

54

32

46

HRD Manager

43

62

26

38

HRD Materials Developer

37

54

32

46

Individual Career Development Advisor

12

17

57

82

Instructor/Facilitator

27

39

42

61

Marketer

22

32

47

68

Needs Analyst

41

59

28

41

Organization Change Agent

35

51

34

49

Program Designer

31

45

38

55

Researcher

35

51

34

49

Institutional affiliation, whether church-related or independent, altered the
percentage of expectation, but the top three roles remained the same: Administrator,

HRD Manager, and Needs Analyst. The Individual Career Development Advisor role
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was expected by the least number of institutions. The specific role expectations by
institutional affiliation were shown in Table 17.

Question 2

What percentage of time does the human resource development person perform
each of these roles?
The data show that the amount of time that the human resource development

administrator spent performing the selected roles varied greatly, even if role

performance was expected of the person. The Human Resource Development (HRD)
Roles Survey asked respondents to indicate the percentage of time that they had
performed selected roles within the last 30 days. The data indicated that the majority

of respondents had not performed nine of the 11 roles during the designated time
period reviewed in the research study. Only three roles: Administrator, HRD

Manager and Marketer were performed by any of the respondents for more than 50%

of the respondents’ time. Table 27 indicates the percentage of respondents who spent
selected intervals of time performing the 11 HRD roles during the 30 days prior to
completing the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey.

r
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Table 27

Distribution of Respondents Who Spent Selected Percentages of Time in Human
Resource Development Role in Last 30 Days

HRD Role

0

1-25%

26-50%

51-75% 76-100%

Administrator

23

30

23

12

12

Evaluator

57

41

2

0

0

HRD Manager

46

39

8

2

5

HRD Materials Developer

54

44

2

0

0

Individual Career Development Advisor

88

12

0

0

0

Instructor/Facilitator

73

25

2

0

0

Marketer

76

22

0

2

0

Needs Analyst

58

42

0

0

0

Organization Change Agent

60

38

2

0

0

Program Designer

65

33

2

0

0

Researcher

56

44

0

0

0

Note. The values represent percentages.

Table 19 indicated that the expected non-performance of role was less than the
actual non-performance for all 11 HRD roles. Table 20 reported data which showed

that with the exception of the Administrator and HRD Manager roles, the majority of

respondents did not perform the HRD role at all within the 30 days prior to
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completing the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey. Table 22

reported the wide range of times spent performing the selected HRD roles. With the
exception of the Administrator, HRD Manager and Marketer roles, the data showed

that respondents spent less than 10% of their time performing any of the other 11
HRD roles.

Question 3

What is the relationship between the percentage of time during which selected
roles are performed and the demographic characteristic of total number of years
in any human resource development role?
The data in Table 18 indicated that the reported role expectations varied

according to the number of years in the human resource development field. The data
in Table 28 indicate that the time spent performing selected HRD roles varied

according to the total number of years in the human resource field as well. For only

three roles, the Administrator, HRD Manager and Marketer, do any respondents
report spending half or more of their time in the role during the period of the research
study. With the exception of the Individual Career Development Advisor role where

less time was spent by all respondents and the Administrator role where a greater

percentage of time was spent by all respondents, Table 28 shows that the majority of
respondents who performed the selected roles do so for 1-25% of their time,

regardless of the number of years in the profession.
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Table 28
Frequency Distribution of Time Spent Performing Selected Human Resource

Development Roles by Number of Years in HRD Role

HRD Roles/Total Years in HRD

Time on Role in Last 30 Days
0
1-25% 26-50% 51% +

Administrator
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13+ years

33
17
10
22

22
33
40
30

28
33
40
9

17
17
10
39

Evaluator
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

57
57
50
61

38
43
50
39

5
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

HRD Manager
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

70
50
10
39

20
38
80
39

5
12
0
13

5
0
10
9

HRD Materials Developer
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

70
67
10
56

25
33
90
44

5
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Individual Career Development Advisor
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years_____________________ _
(Continued)

95
71
91
85

5
29
9
15

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Note. The values represent percentages.
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Table 28, continued

Time on Role in Last 30 Days
0
1-25% 26-50% 51% +

HRD Roles/Total Years in HRD
Instructor/Faciiitator
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

72
88
64
73

22
12
36
27

6
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Marketer
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

76
78
40
89

19
22
60
11

0
0
0
0

5
0
0
0

Needs Analyst
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

85
50
10
57

15
50
90
43

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Organization Change Agent
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

75
88
30
50

20
12
70
50

6
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Program Designer
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

70
71
45
68

25
29
55
32

5
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Researcher
0-3 years
4-7 years
8-12 years
13 + years

68
71
10
62

32
29
90
38

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Note. The values represent percentages.
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The majority of the respondents (67%) who were in the profession 0-3 years
indicated that they spent time on the Administrator role, while less than half spent any

time on any of the other ten roles. The Individual Career Development Advisor role
was only performed by 5% of the respondents, while approximately 24% of the
respondents new to the profession spent one-quarter or less of their time on each of

the other nine roles.
The majority (83%) of those in the HRD field 4-7 years also spent time on the

Administrator role, but greater percentages of respondents performed the other ten
roles compared to those newer to the profession. The 4-7 years of experience group
averaged 32% of respondents spending some time on the selected HRD roles, with the

exception of more time being spent on the Administrator and HRD Manger roles.
Those in the field 8-12 years had greater consistency in role performance, with

over half of the respondents spending some time on nine of the 11 roles. Fewer
respondents in the 8-12 years experience group performed the Individual Career

Development Advisor role and the Instructor/Facilitator role, but an average of 61%
spent time on the other nine roles; twice that of the other experience groups.
Those in the field for the greatest length of time have the greatest variance in
role performance. The majority of respondents (78%) spent time in the Administrator

role, with half of those spending 51% or more of their time on that function. More
than a quarter of their time was allocated by 22% of those who have 13 or more years

of experience and who are performing the HRD Manager role. The other nine roles
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are performed by 11 to 50% of the respondents who have the most experience in the

field.
In summary, those newest to the profession appear likely to spend the majority

of time in the Administrator role, in addition to about 20% of respondents performing
each of the other HRD roles. Those in the field 4-7 years function mostly in the

Administrator or HRD Manager roles, but are likely to perform a third of the

additional HRD roles. Those who have been in the profession 8-12 years are the most
likely to perform a broad spectrum of the 11 roles. Those most experienced in the
field are likely to spend the majority of time on either the Administrator role or the

HRD Manager role, with varying numbers of respondents performing each of the

other roles.

Question 4

What is the relationship between the percentage of time during which selected
roles are performed and the reporting hierarchy for the human resource

development person?
The data in Table 12 indicated that 62% of the respondents reported to the

vice president for business or finance and 19% of respondents reported to the
president. These delineations were used in evaluating whether there was a

relationship between percentage of time spent on HRD roles and reporting hierarchy.
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The data in Table 29 show the distribution of time spent performing the selected HRD

roles grouped by the job title of the person to whom the HRD administrator reports.

Table 29

Frequency Distribution of Time Spent Performing Selected Human Resource
Development Roles by Reporting Hierarchy

Time on Role in Last 30 Days
0
1-25% 26-50% 51% +

HRD Roles/Supervisor
Administrator
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

19
18
40

28
46
20

28
9
20

25
27
20

Evaluator
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

64
36
55

33
64
45

3
0
0

0
0
0

HRD Manager
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

49
36
46

33
64
36

8
0
18

10
0
0

HRD Materials Developer
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

53
54
64

45
46
36

2
0
0

0
0
0

Individual Career Development Advisor
VP Business/Finance
President
Other___________________________
(Continued)

91
75
91

9
25
9

0
0
0

0
0
0

Note. The values represent percentages.

123
Table 29, continued

HRP Roles/Supervisor

Time on Role in Last 30 Days
0
1-25% 26-50% 51% +

Instructor/Facilitator
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

69
75
90

29
25
10

2
0
0

0
0
0

Marketer
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

77
69
82

21
31
18

0
0
0

2
0
0

Needs Analyst
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

59
27
82

41
73
18

0
0
0

0
0
0

Organization Change Agent
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

63
45
64

35
55
36

2
0
0

0
0
0

Program Designer
VP Business/Finance
President
Other

70
50
64

28
50
36

2
0
0

0
0
0

53
62
64

47
38
36

0
0
0

0
0
0

Researcher
VP Business/Finance

President
Other
Note. The values represent percentages.

According to the data in Table 29 there is a relationship between time spent on

selected HRD roles and the reporting hierarchy for the HRD administrator. Time was
spent on the Evaluator role by 36% of the human resource professionals who report to
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a vice president for business/finance (64% did not perform the role); whereas 36% of
those who report to a president spent no time in that role, and 64% did spend time in

that function. The Needs Analyst role was performed by 41% of those supervised by
a vice president, but by 73% of those supervised by the president. A greater

percentage of time was spent in the Administrator role and HRD Manager roles by
those who reported to a vice president, while those reporting to the president were
more likely to perform Individual Career Development Advisor functions and serve in

the Program Designer role.

The data suggest that the HRD administrators reporting to a vice president for
business/finance may spend a greater percentage of their time in administrative or
managerial roles, while more of those reporting to the president may spend time on

strategic or analysis functions in the Needs Analyst, Evaluator, Organizational
Change Agent, Program Designer and Individual Career Development Advisor roles.

The HRD administrators reporting to another level of supervisor spent less time in the

Needs Analyst, Evaluator and Administrator roles than their counterparts reporting to
a vice president or president. This discrepancy may be as a result of the hierarchical

position of those supervisors being that of middle management, such as a business
officer or director of human resources; thus the supervisor may be less likely to have

a subordinate performing administrative or analytical roles.
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Question 5
What trends does the human resource development person expect for the role of

human resource development on his/her campus by the year 2000?

On the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey respondents were

asked to predict whether the time spent on each of the selected HRD roles would
increase, decrease or remain unchanged on their campuses by the year 2000. In

addition, respondents were allowed to answer an open-ended question to predict

changes that they expected for human resource development at their institutions.
According to the data in Table 30, the majority of respondents predicted an increase

in time spent on ten of the 11 human resource development roles. The respondents
predicting a decrease in time were in the significant minority for all 11 roles.
The most significant increases in time were predicted for the roles of Needs
Analyst (65%), Evaluator (65%), HRD Materials Developer (63%), Organization

Change Agent (63%) and Administrator (62%). Three of these five roles correspond
with the roles currently performed more frequently by those HRD administrators

reporting to the president (see Table 29). Paradoxically, two of the roles predicted to
have the greatest decrease, Administrator and Needs Analyst (12% each) were also

among those predicted to have the greatest increase in time expectations.
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Table 30
Frequency Distribution of Expectation for Change in Time Spent on Human

Resource Development Roles by the Year 2000

HRD Roles

Increase

Decrease

No Change

Administrator

62

12

26

Evaluator

65

9

26

HRD Manager

50

5

45

HRD Materials Developer

63

5

32

Individual Career Development Advisor

38

3

59

Instruct© r/Facilitator

59

0

41

Marketer

59

3

38

Needs Analyst

65

12

23

Organization Change Agent

63

5

32

Program Designer

50

11

39

Researcher

58

5

37

!

Note. The values represent percentages.

Table 25 summarized the emergent category analysis for predicted changes in
human resource development, and a complete listing of responses to the open-ended

question is provided in Appendix L. The qualitative data are consistent with the
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quantitative responses in that both predict an increase in human resource development
expectations and activities. A survey conducted by the National Association for

College and University Business Officers (NACUBO) also predicted an increase in
the training and development functions (Towers Perrin, 1996). While only 50% of
the chief business officers agreed that training was currently important to the success

of human resource management, 75% felt that it would be important in the next five
years (Towers Perrin, 1996).

These data from the higher education sample portent a more optimistic
outlook for HRD responsibilities than the future forces identified through the Models
for HRD Practice research conducted by ASTD (McLagan & Suhadolnik, 1989). Of

the top 13 future forces, the top five identified increased pressures, greater

expectations and more uncertainty in the HRD environment (McLagan & Suhadolnik,
1989).

Ancillary Findings

While gender was not one of the demographic variables studied as part of this
research project, there did appear to be major differences in the predictions of trends

according to the gender of the respondent. The respondent sample was comprised of
68% female and 32% male (see Table 9). Table 31 provides data which distinguish
by gender the responses of those predicting an increase, decrease or no change in time
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for human resource development expectations. These ancillary findings reveal a
different perspective on the data than those reported in Table 30.

Table 31
Frequency of Expectations for Change in Time by the Year 2000 by Gender of
Respondents

HRD Roles/Gender
Administrator
Female
Male

______Of Those Predicting_______
Increase
Decrease No Change
81
19

0
100

62
38

Evaluator
Female
Male

64
36

67
33

67
33

HRD Manager
Female
Male

73
27

50
50

60
40

HRD Materials Developer
Female
Male

76
24

0
100

69
31

Individual Career Development Advisor
Female
Male

67
33

100
0

63
37

Instructor/Facilitator
Female
Male

68
32

0
0

53
47

Marketer
Female
Male

82
18

100
0

50
50

Needs Analyst
Female
Male_____
(Continued)

71
29

60
40

50
50

129
Table 31, continued

HRD Roles/Gender

______Of Those Predicting_______
Increase
Decrease No Change

Organization Change Agent
Female
Male

72
28

0
100

62
38

Program Designer
Female
Male

78
22

25
75

64
36

Researcher
Female
Male

74
26

50
50

60
40

Note. Respondent Total: Female 68%, Male 32%. The values represent percentages.
In Table 31, the answers to one question (Instructor/Facilitator) parallel the

ratio expected by the proportion of each gender in the sample; whereas numerous

other responses are disproportionately answered by one gender or the other. Research

has shown that gender has a influence on leadership style (Fauth, 1984) and it may
account for the differences in role performance and future expectations as well. These
adjunct findings suggest that gender should be recommended as an independent

variable for future studies.
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Conclusions
This study was a descriptive study designed to assess human resource

development role performance and trends at selected small, private colleges and

universities within the SREB geographic area. The 200 institutions within the SREB
region were sent the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey as the

vehicle to ascertain the level of HRD performance on selected campuses. There was a
72% return rate for the study (n=143), with 69 schools (48%) indicating that they did

assign a person to the human resource development role, and 74 colleges and
universities (52%) indicating that they did not assign someone to that function.
The results of the research project show that very little human resource

development activities are occurring at small, private colleges and universities within
the SREB area. The data in Table 32 take into account the 74 schools which

indicated no HRD efforts at all, and combines that with the data from HRD
administrators who reported having spent no time in the selected role within the last
30 days. Table 32 shows the extent of the non-performance at the selected

institutions and indicates the number of institutions which report actually performing
that HRD role during the research period. The percentage of people actually
performing the role does not illustrate the actual amount of time spent on the role.

According to the data in Table 13, 32% of the respondents were only assigned to the
human resource development role for 1-25% of their time. The data in Table 22

illustrated that respondents who did perform a selected role may have only done so
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for minor amounts of time, in many cases as little as 1 or 2%. Thus, if a HRD
administrator is only performing a role for 2% of their time, even if they are assigned

to HRD on a full-time basis this would be the equivalent of less than one hour per
average week (2% of 40 hours = .8 hours).

The study also indicated that the time spent on the individual HRD roles

varies greatly by the role. The organizational roles of Administrator and HRD
Manager are performed the most widely of the 11 selected HRD roles, while the
Individual Career Development Advisor role is performed the least. The study

showed that role performance does vary according to institutional classification, with
Master’s II schools expecting more Evaluator, Needs Analyst and Organization
Change Agent activities. In addition to the Administrator and HRD Manager roles,

Baccalaureate I colleges also expected their HRD administrators to perform the
Instructor/Facilitator role and the Needs Analyst role, while Baccalaureate II colleges

sought the Needs Analyst and Evaluator roles from their HRD personnel.
The time all HRD administrators spent performing selected roles varied

according to the role, but the majority spent 25% or less of their time on any one role
with the exception of the Administrator. Table 27 shows that with the exception of

the Administrator role and the HRD Manager role, fully half or more of the
respondents spent no time performing the other nine HRD roles within the period of

the research study.
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Table 32
Summary of Actual Performance of Human Resource Development

HRD Roles

Less
Total
No
Respondents HRD

Less
Did not
Perform
Role

Actually
Performed
Role
Percentage

Administrator

143

(74)

(13)

56

39

Evaluator

143

(74)

(35)

34

24

HRD Manager

143

(74)

(28)

41

29

HRD Materials Developer

143

(74)

(35)

34

24

Individual Career
Development Advisor

143

(74)

(58)

11

8

Instructor/Facilitator

143

(74)

(46)

23

16

Marketer

143

(74)

(51)

18

13

Needs Analyst

143

(74)

(34)

35

24

Organization Change Agent

143

(74)

(37)

32

22

Program Designer

143

(74)

(41)

28

20

Researcher

143

(74)

(35)

34

24

Note. “Less No HRD” represents the 74 responding institutions which did not assign
a person to the HRD role. “Less Did Not Perform Role” is data from Tables 20 & 21
of respondents who reported spending no time in the selected role in the last 30 days.
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Time spent performing the roles did vary according to the total number of

years that the administrator had been in the HRD field; the less time in the field, the

more time spent in the Administrator role with less time spent on the other ten roles.
For those newest to the profession there was the least consensus on role performance,

with approximately one quarter of the respondents performing any of the other
functions. For those in the field 4-7 years, the majority of time was spent on the

Administrator and HRD Manager roles, but approximately one-third of this
experience grouping also spent time performing each of the other ten selected roles.

Those in the field 8-12 years had the greatest consistency in performance, with over

half of the respondents spending time on nine of the 11 roles. Those with the greatest
amount of experience in HRD had the greatest variance in role performance, with
some roles being performed by nearly 80% of respondents and others only performed
by 10% of those who had HRD responsibilities.

Reporting hierarchy also influenced the time spent on each of the selected
HRD roles. The administrators reporting to the president spent more time on the

Evaluator role and Needs Analyst role than those administrators reporting to a vice
president for business/finance. According to the data in Table 29, the HRD
administrators who report to a vice president spend a greater percentage of their time

in the administrative and managerial roles, while those reporting to the president have
higher expectations to perform strategic and analytical functions as part of their HRD
responsibilities.
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The respondents predicted that the time spent on all 11 of the selected HRD

roles would increase on their campuses by the year 2000, and in general the
responsibilities and staffing for human resource development would grow.

Respondents predicted an increase in training and development activities on
campuses, new concepts in technology, changes in benefits and compensation and a

transformation of the workforce that would affect the role of HRD.
In summary, the data in the survey revealed a mismatch between what is
perceived to be important or expected and what is actually implemented. While many

institutions assign a person to the human resource development role, oftentimes the
HRD functions are not performed. Many respondents reported that the institution did

assign human resource development responsibilities and respondents indicated that

such roles were expected of them, but job descriptions and reported time allocations
provided a different perspective on the data. HRD administrators predicted an

increase in staffing and responsibilities, but indicated nothing to suggest that in this
era of retrenchment and budget cutbacks that they were taking actions to make these

hopes into a reality. The three main components of HRD are training and
development, organization development and career development, yet job descriptions
only mentioned training and development responsibilities and the Individual Career
Development Advisor role was reported as the least performed of all the 11 selected
roles. In short, true HRD activities at the selected small private colleges and
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universities in the SREB area were minimal at best, in spite of the competitive
environment and the wide reaching national calls for reform and transformation.

Recommendations

Based upon the literature and data collected as part of this research study, the
following actions are recommended:

Recommendations for Institutions
1. Colleges and universities should increase the importance of their human
resource efforts on campuses. The majority of fiscal resources are dedicated to the

salary and benefits of employees, and human resource development efforts are
designed to improve both organizational and individual effectiveness. “Colleges and

universities, with their focus on teaching, research, and community service, tend to
forget that they are also employers” (Ginsburg, 1993, p. xiv). Institutions should
begin take human resource development as seriously as plant maintenance, annual
funds and net tuition revenue.

2. In addition to an increased focus on human resource development from a

fiscal perspective, HRD holds great promise as a competitive advantage for
institutions. Colleges are service organizations and there is documentation of the

importance of HRM practices in the delivery of superior customer service quality
(Schneider & Bowen, 1993). “The capability most difficult for competitors to copy is

s
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organizational., .a critical source of uniqueness to better meet customer values, thus

producing a sustained competitive advantage. Organizations demonstrate capability
through people. . . [and] an organization’s HR practices play a central role in creating

a shared mindset” (Ulrich, Brockbank & Yeung, 1989, p. 91). An increased emphasis
on human resource development efforts can help colleges and universities distinguish

themselves among other institutions.
3. Institutions should utilize human resource development efforts to create a

learning organization climate. As colleges and universities prepare to survive in an

increasingly complex and ever-changing environment, the role of the new leader is to

“build organizations where people are continually expanding their capabilities to
shape their future, that is leaders are responsible for learning” (Senge, 1990a, p. 9). If

the capacity to learn is being touted as the competitive advantage in the future

(Aubrey & Cohen, 1995), then colleges and universities should increase the emphasis
on learning across the entire institution instead of just inside the classroom.

Institutions should “set as the highest priority for institutional strength the designing
of structures that require learning across many disciplines, or departments or
boundaries” (Brown, 1997, p. 9) and become learning communities not just in the

classroom but in every part of their organizational life.

4. Colleges and universities should link human resource development to their
transformation efforts. Most comprehensive change programs are occurring at
smaller institutions, yet this study showed that HRD efforts are not happening on
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these campuses. Transformation is the model of the organization for the future
(Kilmann, Covin & Associates, 1988) and organizational development serves as the

educational strategy to bring about a planned organizational change (Bennis, 1969).

Human resource development administrators can be partners in organizational change

efforts and serve to disseminate information, philosophy and skills which will help all
levels of employees adopt to their new roles on campus.
5. The human resource development administrator should report directly to

the president. In order to have a comprehensive role in the institution, the HRD

administrator must have the organizational position and authority to enact system-

wide policies and changes. This can best be accomplished by a reporting hierarchy
that does not confine the HRD role to one division. In addition, currently 62% of the

respondents reported to the vice president for business/finance which is often an area

where there is an impetus to cut costs rather than increase spending on development.
6. Institutions which offer graduate programs in higher education should
include coursework on human resources as part of the curriculum. All administrators
in higher education could benefit from preparation in both human resource

management and human resource development issues. The curriculum could be of an
interdisciplinary approach, incorporating adult education, psychology, business, and
organizational behavior, as a course designed to benefit and prepare future college
and university leaders.
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Recommendations for HRD Administrators
1. HRD administrators should continue to expand their scope of activities

beyond human resource management into areas of true human resource development
and strive to perform all the 11 roles as identified in Models for HRD Practice.

2. Human resource administrators need to be concerned with how the
organization can be more competitive and effective (Pynes, 1997). In addition to
achieving competency in the HRD roles, human resource administrators should

perform their functions within a context that takes into account the financial, strategic

and technological goals of the institution so that they serve as effective members of
the management team.

3. HRD professionals can help build a climate of organizational learning and
assist the college or university in the process of becoming a learning organization. By

creating an infrastructure for learning and the application of learning, HRD
professionals can help the college or university accumulate knowledge, an
organization’s most valuable asset in the knowledge age (Gill, 1995). Knowles

(1973) advocated the establishment of an environment for learning, and the HRD
administrator can exert major influence in creating both the physical and interpersonal

climate on a campus. Just as Knowles (1973) found the adult learner to be a

neglected species, the employee/leamer is as extinct on most college campuses. The
HRD administrator can and should change that situation for employees.
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4. Human resource development administrators can start to ask the questions
that force people within the institution to begin to take a systemic view and look at

issues holistically. A critical role of HRD professionals is that of organizational
change. Human resource administrators can take the role of Organization Change

Agent seriously and begin to “manage the white space”, what Rummler and Brache

(1991, p. 58) call the critical interfaces which occur through the development of

process management and linkages between departments or units. The greatest
opportunities for performance improvement lie in these functional interfaces
(Rummler & Brache, 1991), and it is here that human resource development

administrators can begin to impact the college or university in significant ways.
5. HRD administrators should gain an understanding from their supervisor as

to the priority placed on selected HRD roles. As the study indicated, actual

performance of the 11 HRD roles varied greatly, and most of the responsibilities
listed in the job descriptions were ambiguous or management-related. Administrators

should help supervisors, presidents and governing boards to understand the
comprehensive nature of the human resource development function and seek

affirmation to perform selected roles as a regular part of the position.

6. HRD administrators should continue to assess, quantify and provide
tangible data regarding human resource development efforts and their implications as
another way to communicate information to boards, presidents and other decision

making bodies.
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7. HRD administrators should re-write the job description for their position to

provide clarity as to the functions expected of them. The sample job descriptions
alluded to HRD roles, but did not specify them or give development functions any

perceived priority. If the administrator is assigned to an HRD role, the job
description should be aligned with those responsibilities and clearly distinguish the

development components amongst the human resource management/personnel
functions.

8. Human resource administrators should lobby for additional resources and
attention from the associations which most closely represent them. The National
Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO) provides
minimal resources even though the majority of HRD administrators are supervised by

the chief business officer. The College and University Personnel Association

(CUP A) focuses on the personnel and HRM aspects of human resources and offers

little in the HRD area. The Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) and
the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD) have not included
educational institutions in their research efforts or publication offerings, presumably

because of the scant presence of HRD on campuses. Nevertheless, the associations

offer the potential for networking, professional development and strategy advice that

is severely lacking for those in HRD in a higher education context.
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Recommendations for Further Study
1. Future studies should make greater efforts to define human resource

development and distinguish it from human resource management activities. The job

descriptions from several institutions which responded affirmatively to the question
as to whether they assigned someone to the HRD role in reality had a person
performing an HRM role and were doing little to nothing in human resource

development efforts.

2. It is recommended that gender be included as one of the demographic
variables studied in future research. As indicated in the ancillary findings section,
responses to the trend predictions suggest that there may be significant differences
among gender in this area.

3. It is recommended that additional demographic information be collected
from all schools in the sample, not just those which respond that they have assigned a

person to the HRD position. If demographic information such as institutional type.
enrollment and total number of employees was collected, a contrasting profile could
have been developed as to the schools which currently assign a person to the HRD
role vs. those which do not. Trend information could have also been gathered from

the institutions which do not currently assign a person to the HRD role in order to

determine whether such a position is anticipated in the future.

4. Additional information from all schools responding to the survey could
have been collected regarding the institution’s change efforts. The literature suggests
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that human resources could play an active role in institution’s transformation efforts
(Pew Research Program, 1993c). Research could be conducted to ascertain whether

or not there is a linkage between change efforts and human resource development

emphases.
5. A qualitative study is recommended to supplement the baseline data

collected as part of this research project. Through case studies of human resource
development efforts at small, private colleges and universities future researchers

could provide another perspective on the impact of HRD and the time required to
successfully accomplish HRD goals.
6. It is recommended that this study be replicated for larger institutions.

Clearly the data showed that little was being done in human resource development
efforts at small, private colleges and universities. Future research could be conducted
at larger institutions to determine whether the lack of HRD efforts is indicative of

higher education or an anomaly particular to small institutions due to their size and

lack of personnel specializations.
7. It is recommended that future research seek to replicate the ASTD study

and provide an updated version of the Models for HRD Practice. The Models were
produced six years after the Models for Excellence report because the Association

wanted models that were “future focused” (McLagan & Suhadolink, 1989, p. 164). In

light of the rapid change occurring in both higher education and the workforce, it
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appears to be time to undertake another revision of the project and update the HRD
roles to correlate with the contemporary expectations in the new work environment.

8. The researcher received large variances of responses to the question
regarding percentage of time spent on each role. Several respondents left the question

blank while others provided numerical data that did not total 100% or exceeded that
sum. If the Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey were to be utilized

in future research, it is recommended that ranges of time be provided for this section
rather than allowing for individual numeric responses.
9. Another adaptation which is recommended if the Human Resource

Development (HRD) Roles Survey were to be utilized again would be to include a

one-page insert to define the 11 roles of human resource development. By providing
definitions it would increase the consistency of interpretation of the roles and could
provide more valid data from respondents.

Researcher’s Insights

One of the five “disciplines” in Senge’s (1990a) seminal work on systems
thinking is that of mental models. Senge believes that often “brilliant strategies fail to

get translated into action. Systemic insights never find their way into operating
policies. . .not from weak intentions, wavering will, or even nonsystemic

understanding, but from mental models. More specifically, new insights fail to get
put into practice because they conflict with deeply held internal images of how the

1
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world works” (Senge, 1990a, p. 174). This researcher believes that it is a mental
model of what a higher education “employee” is that limits us from acting in different
ways.

Higher education has traditionally been a very caste system, with defined

classifications of staff, administration and faculty. Clearly departmental functions
overlap and different people cooperate, but colleges and universities do very little as a

unified whole. The system is set up to be compartmentalized and even somewhat

territorial. There is a Faculty Handbook and a Classified Staff Handbook. Credit
generation is measured by department. Admissions directors come and go based
upon new student enrollment numbers. The business officer “determines” the budget.

The advancement office raises the money.
Everyone is a specialist; self-defined by the administrative or academic area of

which they are associated. A question of “what do you do?” is answered by the

providing the name of a department or a discipline, not that of a university. And
higher education training and development efforts perpetuate this separation, as
professional development opportunities typically entrench people further into their

specialization area. Faculty attend conferences in their academic discipline.
Administrators attend workshops to enhance their abilities in their specialized area.

Human resource development essentially is not happening for employees in higher
education.
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And so is it any wonder that Pew claims there is a lack of models for higher

education; that national groups are calling for system-wide restructuring and
transformation. How can a true metamorphosis occur without people; without
fundamentally altering the mental models that employees hold so dear about what
their role in the institution should be and how the academy itself should be

structured? Sometimes it is actually a surprise that the system is not in total chaos
without any shared vision or true collaboration, a genuine thinking together instead of

just working together within the same context.
The potential is so great for higher education to emulate the learning

organization applications in business and other settings. The institutions in this study
represent nearly 17,000 employees. A true human resource development focus could

allow those employees to engage in a continual learning effort; to truly become
mobilized by a shared vision, creating something that has meaning and has the
possibility to significantly impact students’ lives. This researcher believes that the

external pressures to reduce costs and to totally rethink how education is delivered
could be the impetus to force this kind of re-examination of the mental models the

academy holds dear, and that the result could be invigorating for the employees and
simulating for the students who would also be partners in the organizational learning
paradigm.

In The Fifth Discipline, Senge wrote: “Learning that changes mental models is

immensely challenging. It is disorienting. It can be frightening as we confront
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cherished beliefs and assumptions. It cannot be done alone. It can occur only within

a community of learners” (1990a, p. xv). This researcher sees the future role of
human resource development in higher education as the champion to create that

community of learners and to help transform institutions for the benefit of all those
who learn there in one capacity or another. What promise the future holds!

i
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Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey
Please answer the following questions about your institution:
i.

Name of Institution:

2.

State:

3.

At the institution there is a person assigned to the human resource development role:
Yes
No If yes, please continue. If no, please return.

4.

Total Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Student Enrollment:

5.

Total Number of Employees:

6.

Is the Institution:

Independent

Church Related

or

Please answer the following questions about yourself:
—--------------------------------------------------------------------

7.

Your job title:

8.

Number of years in current position: O 0 - 3 years

4 - 7 years

8 - 12 years

13+ years

9.

Number of years at institution:

0 - 3 years

4 - 7 years

8 - 12 years

13+ years

0 - 3 years

4 - 7 years

8 - 12 years

13+ years

10. Total number of years in any
human resource development role:

11. Gender:

Female

12. Highest educational level:

Male

High School

Associate’s

Master’s

O Bachelor’s

.
(Maj,*)

(Majoc)

O Other
<LW)

Please answer the following questions about your position:
13. Job title of person to whom you report:-----------------------------14. Is your position:

I I Full-time

Part-time: Number of hours per week:

15. Percent of responsibilities assigned to human resource development roles:
1-25%
26 - 50%
51-75%
76 - 99%

If less than 100% please list other areas of responsibilities:

100%

Y
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Expect Increase / Decrease in
Your Time by the Year 2000

Human Resource Development (HRD)

Roles
(as defined by ASTD)

16. Administrator
17. Evaluator

18. HRD Manager

19. HRD Materials Developer

20. Individual Career Development Advisor
21. Instructor / Facilitator

22. Marketer
23. Needs Analyst

24. Organization Change Agent
25. Program Designer
26. Researcher

Yes

No

Percent of Time
Spent in
Role in
Last 30 Days

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

%
%
%
%
%
_____ %
_____ %
%
%
%
%

Expected of
You Now

In
crease

Decrease

No
Change

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Total should not
exceed 100%
27. What changes do you expect to occur in human resource development at your institution by the
year 2000?

2^^ If possible, please include an organizational chart or the reporting hierarchy for
your position

(jrgF5 If possible, please include your job description.

Attach a business card or include your address if you would like a summary of the results.

Return to: Beth Triplett, Vice President for Enrollment, University of Charleston,
2300 MacCorkle Ave. SE, Charleston, WV 25304, Fax No.: (304) 357-4714
Thank You!
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Panel of Experts for Readability Testing
July 22, 1996

Karen Bare-Oldham

Teacher, Kanawha County Elementary

Dr. Michael Cunningham

WV Graduate College Faculty

Beverly Farrell

WV Graduate College Faculty Fellow

Dr. Sue Forsbrey

University of Charleston Faculty

Dr. Paul Leary

WV Graduate College Faculty

Dr. Teresa Fiardman

Curriculum Specialist,
George Washington High School

Linda McCall

Itinerant Resource Teacher,
Grandview Elementary School

Shirley Miller

Computer Instructor,
Point Pleasant High School and
Mason County Vocational Center

Dr. Mary Ellen Molinaro

University of Charleston Faculty

J. Charles Riecks

Career Development Services

Linda Roberts

Vice Principal,
Cabell Alternative Middle School

Mark Stotler

Program Review & Planning Coordinator,
WV State College and University Systems
Central Office

Carolyn Thompson

Associate Dean, Student Affairs
WV School of Osteopathic Medicine

Tom Tull

Assistant Principal,
Winfield High School
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Practitioners for Content Analysis
Master’s in Human Resource Management 530 Class
University of Charleston
September 11, 1996
Kathryn Brown

Physician Placement Coordinator,
Charleston Area Medical Center

Kevin Carpenter

Human Resources Intern, Six Flags

Cathy Copen

Circuit Deputy Clerk,
Kanawha County Circuit Court

Jill Faris

Trainer, AT&T

Jean Fisher

Director of Clinical Education,
University of Charleston

Tim Fleshman

Self-employed Consultant

Melissa Greathouse

Human Resources Administrator,
Owens Coming Shared Services Center

Lisa Halliwell

Reading Teacher, Logan County

Thomas Ingram

Residence Director, Career Services Intern
University of Charleston

Lucy Jakupi

Residence Director,
University of Charleston

Fredrick Kolb

Vice President,
Columbia Natural Resources

Dana Miller

Program Advisor,
University of Charleston

r
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Dr. Mary Ellen Molinaro

Chair, Master of Science in
Human Resource Management Program,
University of Charleston

Brad Moore

Service Order Administrator,
Bell Atlantic

Barry Mounts

Miner, Mingo-Logan Coal Company

Debbie Stowers

Operation Manager,
Bell Atlantic Network Integration

Cyndi Tawney

Independent Trainer/Consultant

Suzanne Washington

Assistant Director of Financial Aid,
University of Charleston
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V

Education Administration

West Virginia University
College of Human Resources and Education

October, 1996

Dear President,
As part of my doctoral program I am conducting research as to whether or not
human resource development functions are conducted at small, private
colleges and universities within the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)
geographic region. Enclosed you will find a Human Resource Development
Roles Survey which will be used to gather data for my doctoral dissertation.
I would appreciate it if you would forward the survey and the enclosed letter
to the person at your institution who most closely holds a human resource
development role. This would include training and development, needs
assessment, program design and organizational change functions conducted
for the institution's employees. If your institution does not assign a person to
the human resource development role, please indicate that on the survey and
return it to me.

Participation in this research in whole or in part is voluntary, and respondents
may choose to leave any question on the survey unanswered. Data will be
reported in aggregate form only, and the confidentiality of the institution and
respondent will be maintained.
I appreciate your assistance with this research. Thank you for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Beth Triplett
Doctoral Student
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V

Education Administration

West Virginia University
College of Human Resources and Education

October, 1996

Dear Human Resources Administrator,

As part of my doctoral program I am conducting research as to whether or not
human resource development functions are conducted at small, private
colleges and universities within the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)
geographic region. Enclosed you will find a Human Resource Development
Roles Survey which will be used to gather data for my doctoral dissertation.
You have been identified as the person at your institution who most closely
holds a human resource development role. This would include training and
development, needs assessment, program design and organizational change
functions conducted for the institution's employees. I would appreciate it if
you would complete the enclosed one-page survey about the human resource
development role at your institution. If your institution does not deliver any
human resource development functions, please indicate that on the form and
return it to me.

Participation in this research in whole or in part is voluntary, and respondents
may choose to leave any question on the survey unanswered. Data will be
reported in aggregate form only, and the confidentiality of the institution and
respondent will be maintained.
I appreciate your assistance with this research. Thank you for your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

Beth Triplett
Doctoral Student

r
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V

Education Administration

West Virginia University
College of Human Resources and Education

November 1,1996

Dear President,
Several weeks ago you received a request as a part of my doctoral
research for information regarding your institution's human resource
development functions. If you have recently returned or forwarded
this survey, a very sincere thanks for your cooperation on this project.
As of this mailing, I have not received a completed survey from your
institution. I again ask your assistance to forward this duplicate
survey and the enclosed letter to the person at your school who most
closely holds a human resource development role. If your institution
does not assign a person to the human resource development role,
please just answer questions 1-3 and return it to me.

I sincerely appreciate your assistance with this research. Thank you
for your cooperation and support.

Sincerely,

Beth Triplett
Doctoral Student
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List of Institutions Responding to Survey
Institution
Alderson Broaddus College
Ambassador University
Asbury College
Austin College
Averett College
Barber-Scoita College
Bartlesville Wesleyan College
Barton College
Belhaven College
Belmont Abbey College
Belmont University
Benedict College
Berry College
Bethany College
Bethel College
Bethune Cookman College
Birmingham Southern College
Blue Mountain College
Bridgewater College
Campbellsville University
Carson-Newman College
Catawba College
Charleston Southern University
Christian Brothers University
Claflin College
Clearwater Christian College
Coker College
College of Notre Dame of Maryland
Columbia College
Concordia University at Austin
Crichton College
Cumberland College
Cumberland University
Davis & Elkins College
DeVry Institute of Technology
East Texas Baptist University
Eastern Mennonite University

Location
Phillippi, WV
Big Sandy, TX
Wilmore, KY
Sherman, TX
Danville, VA
Concord, NC
Bartlesville, OK
Wilson, NC
Jackson, MS
Belmont, NC
Nashville, TN
Columbia, SC
Mount Berry, GA
Bethany, WV
McKenzie, TN
Daytona Beach, FL
Birmingham, AL
Blue Mountain, MS
Bridgewater, VA
Campbellsville, KY
Jefferson City, TN
Salisbury, NC
Charleston, SC
Memphis, TN
Orangeburg, SC
Clearwater, FL
Hartsville, SC
Baltimore, MD
Columbia, SC
Austin, TX
Memphis, TN
Williamsburg, KY
Lebanon, TN
Elkins, WV
Decatur, GA
Marshall, TX
Harrisonburg, VA

Human Resources

No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
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Institution
Eckerd College
Elon College
Emory and Henry College
Erskine College
Faulkner University
Ferrum College
Flagler College
Florida Memorial College
Freed-Hardeman University
Furman University
Georgetown College
Goucher College
Greensboro College
Guilford College
Hampden-Sydney College
Hendrix College
Hobe Sound Bible College
Howard Payne University
Huston-Tillotson College
John Brown University
Judson College
Kentucky Wesleyan College
LaGrange College
Lambuth University
Lenoir-Rhyne College
LeToumeau University
Limestone College
Louisiana College
Lubbock Christian University
Lyon College
Mars Hill College
Mary Baldwin College
Maryville College
McMurry University
Methodist College
Midway College
Millsaps College
Morehouse College

Location
Saint Petersburg, FL
Elon College, NC
Emory, VA
Due West, SC
Montgomery, AL
Ferrum, VA
St. Augustine, FL
Miami, FL
Henderson, TN
Greenville, SC
Georgetown, KY
Towson, MD
Greensboro, NC
Greensboro, NC
Hampden-Sydney, VA
Conway, AR
Hobe Sound, FL
Brownwood, TX
Austin, TX
Siloam Springs, AR
Marion, Al
Owensboro, KY
La Grange, GA
Jackson, TN
Hickory, NC
Longview, TX
Gaffney, SC
Pineville, LA
Lubbock, TX
Batesville, AR
Mars Hill, NC
Staunton, VA
Maryville, TN
Abilene, TX
Fayetteville, NC
Midway, KY
Jackson, MS
Atlanta, GA

Human Resources
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
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Morris Brown College
Morris College
Mount Olive College
Mount Saint Mary’s College
Newberry College
North Carolina Wesleyan College
Oakwood College
Oglethorpe University
Oklahoma Baptist University
Oklahoma Christian University
Ouachita Baptist University
Our Lady of Holy Cross College
Paine College
Pfeiffer University
Philander Smith College
Phillips University
Piedmont College
Pikeville College
Presbyterian College
Randolph-Macon College
Rhodes College
Roanoke College
Rust College
Salem College & Academy
Schreiner College
Shaw University
Shorter College
Southern Adventist University
Southwestern Adventist College
Southwestern University
Spelman College
Spring Hill College
St. Augustine's College
St. Edward’s University
St. John’s College
St. Paul's College
Stillman College
Sweet Briar College

Atlanta, GA
Sumter, SC
Mount Olive, NC
Emmitsburg, MD
Newberry, SC
Rocky Mount, NC
Huntsville, AL
Atlanta, GA
Shawnee, OK
Oklahoma City, OK
Arkadelphia, AR
New Orleans, LA
Augusta, GA
Misenheimer, NC
Little Rock, AR
Enid, OK
Demorest, GA
Pikeville, KY
Clinton, SC
Ashland, VA
Memphis, TN
Salem, VA
Holly Springs, MS
Winston-Salem, NC
Kerrville, TX
Raleigh, NC
Rome, GA
Collegedale, TN
Keene, TX
Georgetown, TX
Atlanta, GA
Mobile, AL
Raleigh, NC
Austin, TX
Annapolis, MD
Lawrenceville, VA
Tuscaloosa, AL
Sweetbrier, VA

No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No

I
I
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Tennessee Wesleyan College
Texas College
Texas Lutheran University
The University of the South
Thomas College
Thomas More College
Toccoa Falls College
Transylvania University
Tusculum College
Union College
Union University
University of Charleston
University of Dallas
University of Mary Hardin at Baylor
University of Mobile
Villa Julie College
Virginia Intermont College
Virginia Union University
Virginia Wesleyan College
Warner Southern College
Warren Wilson College
Washington and Lee University
Washington College
Wesleyan College
West Virginia Wesleyan College
Western Maryland College
Wheeling Jesuit University
Wiley College
Williams Baptist College
Wofford College

Athens, TN
Tyler, TX
Seguin, TX
Sewanee, TN
Thomasville, GA
Crestview Hills, KY
Toccoa Falls, GA
Lexington, KY
Greeneville, TN
Barbourville, KY
Jackson, TN
Charleston, WV
Irving, TX
Belton, TX
Mobile, AL
Stevenson, MD
Bristol, VA
Richmond, VA
Norfolk, VA
Lake Wales, FL
Asheville, NC
Lexington, VA
Chestertown, MD
Macon, GA
Buckhannon, WV
Westminster, MD
Wheeling, WV
Marshall, TX
Walnut Ridge, AR
Spartanburg, SC

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
No
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
No
No
No
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
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RESPONSES TO SURVEY,
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Responses to Survey Question #7

Q7.

Job title of person responding to survey

Number
17
4
2

1
1
1

Titles

Director of Human Resources
Human Resources Director
Human Resources Manager
Director of Human Relations
Human Resource Representative
Assistant Director of Human Resources

1
1
1
1
1

Director of Human Resources & Auxiliary Services
Director of Human Resources/Finance Officer
Director of Human Resources & Institutional Research
Director of HR & Safety
Administrative Assistant & Director of Human
Resources

6
2
2
2

1
1

Director of Personnel Services
Director of Personnel
Personnel Director
Personnel Officer
Coordinator of Personnel
Manager of Personnel Services

2
1
1
1
1

Director of Personnel & Purchasing
Director of Personnel and Risk Management
Director of Personnel/Grant Management
Director of Personnel & University Services
Executive Assistant to the President/Personnel Director

1
1

Vice President for Administration
Vice President for Administration, Planning & Human
Resources
Vice President for Business & Financial Services
Vice President Financial Affairs
Vice President for Personnel & Student Services

1
1
1

r
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Number
1
1
1

Titles
Assistant to the Provost
Associate Dean for Administration
Associate Vice President for Business Affairs

1
1
1

Employee Benefits Manager
Employment Coordinator
Payroll/Benefits Coordinator

1
1
1
1

Administrative and Personnel Assistant
Business Manager
Director of Administrative Services
Management Specialist

Note. Titles are grouped according to similarity: Director/Assistant Director or
Manager of Human Resources, Director of Human Resources paired with another
function, Director/Manager of Personnel, Director of Personnel paired with another
function, Vice President, Assistant VP, Benefits/Employment Coordinator, Other.
(See Table 7).
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Responses to Survey Question #15

Q15. If less than 100% of your responsibilities are assigned to human resource
development roles, please list other areas of responsibilities:
Percent on HRD Roles

Other Responsibilities

76-99%

Supervise the filing of claims for our injured athletes,
supervise management of student insurance program

76-99%

Payroll administration

76-99%

Payroll

76-99%

Athletic insurance/property & liability insurance, risk
management

76-99%

Risk management

76-99%

Benefits, risk management

76-99%

Summer programs

76-99%

Reconciling bank statements

51-75%

Purchasing

51-75%

Financial/audit

51-75%

Approx. 30% is filled with assisting VP, coordinating
areas of physical plant and misc. projects and tasks

51-75%

Charitable campaigns, student related committees,
etc.

51-75%

Safety & Environmental

51-75%

Legal: about 20%, and insurance: about 25%

51-75%

Institutional research

51-75%

Purchasing/telecommunications

51-75%

Payroll, telecommunications, rental housing

51-75%

Donations

51-75%

Purchasing

51-75%

Supervision of switchboard, admin. Clerk, work
study, and admin, ass’t duties for VP
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Percent on HRD Roles

Other Responsibilities

26-50%

Executive Assistant to the President

26-50%

Business affairs, legal, foreign students

26-50%

Grant management

26-50%

Risk management, investment, administration

26-50%

Business and fiscal affairs

26-50%

Payroll for faculty, staff, physical plant and work
study

26-50%

Retirement, insurance and other benefits, HR
policies, legal compliance, employment, employee
relations

1-25%

All facilities, Business Office, food service,
bookstore, college services

1-25%

Generalist

1-25%

Most time spent on payroll and benefits
administration

1-25%

I am the whole HR department

1-25%

Designing management and organizational
improvements in all college units

1-25%

Financial management, auxiliary services, security,
buildings and grounds

1-25%

Oversee payroll and fringe benefits as well as
assisting in other areas connected with the Business
Office of our institution

1-25%

Employment

1-25%

Employment, policy, AA, benefits, workers
compensation, communication

1-25%

Recruitment, compensation, benefits, EOE, workers
compensation

1-25%

All other HR functions, risk management,
supervision of grounds department, mgr. Of all
university insurance
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Percent on HRD Roles

Other Responsibilities

1-25%

Payroll, benefits

1-25%

Payroll, benefits, workers comp, policy and
procedures, employee relations

1-25%

Student services: housing, activities, career
counseling, personal counseling, intercollegiate and
intramural athletics

1-25%

Teaching computer science, responsible for personnel
and auxiliary services

1-25%

Academic advising, HR administration, institutional
research, supervision of other departments

1-25%

Payroll, benefits & retirement plans, personnel
policy, performance evaluations, safety & workers
comp claims, compliance

1-25%

HR management, volunteer recruitment,
administration

1-25%

Payroll, benefits administration, transportation
coordinator

1-25%

Admin. Ass’t. to President, and clerk of the Board of
Trustees

1-25%

Employment, legal, planning, special admin, projects

N/A

Staffing, new hire orientation, insurance
administration, employee relations

I
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Position Description
Director for Administrative Services
(or Director of Human Resources)

=

Brief Position Description:

This position reports directly to the Vice President for
Business Affairs and is responsible for the management of all Human
Resources activity for Midway College.
As Director for Human
Resources, this position plans, designs, develops ana directs
implementation of human resource programs and policies wnicn meet
the neeas of the college and its employees; promotes effective
communication between employees; mediates employee relations
issues; ana aaministers delivery of human resource services in tne
following functional areas:
faculty ana staff benefits, faculty
ana
staff
compensation,
staff
reczmzitment,
employment,
implementation of ongoing training and staff development programs,
payroll, compliance to labor laws,
laws, and purchasing of equipment and
furniture.
Position functions:

Employment Aaministration
A.

50%

Directs the recruitment, employment, ana performanca evaluation process for the college.
Directs ana monitors all position vacancy aavertisements in appropriate print meaia; assists
searan commatrees ana reviews all ;od searches to
ensure compliance with employment policies.

ar_ grievance actions
Serves as tne resource person in all
ng faculty ana support staff.
staf
Monitors a_l
emoloyee grievances, acts as a neutral r.eaiator. performs
preliminary investigations ana summits written reports on
finamgs co tne Vice President{s).

Develops, nterprets ana enforces personnel pc_z.az.es
ana proceaures to estaolisn consistent appl cation
ougncut tne college.
interprets iaoor Laws scaressing general employment,
worx time, overtime, workers compensation, unemploy
ment insurance, health benefits, ana other employer/
employee relatea iaws) : feaeral regulations 'Tide ’’El
wnicn induces sexual harassment, racial ana age
etc.,; ana college
aiscrimxnation, equal pay act,
pclz.az.es.

Creates ana maintains all personnel files ana ensures
completeness. Aammisters the implementation of tne
feaeral Privacy Act law concerning personnel files.
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2S%

3enefit/Compensation Administration

A.

Coordinates various benefit programs, reviews
and recommends possible programs which are
economical and beneficial co the college.

3.

Administers the payroll process for the college and
registers employee’s use of sick leave and vacation,
and accrual.

Conducts research and initiates a position classificatlon compensation program for the college.
resource
officer
responsible
for
the
as
Serves
include
health,
interpretation of programs wnich
retirement, insurance ana other employee benefits.

Coordinates employee performance appraisal review.
Responsible for initiating the process ana directing
it until completion.
20%

Training ana Staff development
Assess staff development neeas; create training
courses wnich provide career growth ana
maturity.

develop ongoing labor law awareness instruction
for college management staff faculty ana support
staff).
Topics should induce: proper termination
cownsicing, layoff, discipline proceaures; sexual
narassment, discriminacicn, American alsadlicies act ,
ana ztner state ana feaeral regulations instnctio:

5s

nasing Aoministrzti
Aamimster equipment requests ana ensure tney are
in compliance with z liege purcnasmg requirements.

Research specif
tetive pricing.

equipment carnet

.nitiate proper pacerworx ana process
receipt of equipment.
Otner Responsibi

guarantee ™pezimeiy

ties

Represents the college at meetings, conferences ,
semanara.
•Cccasionailv assist wicn acacemic affairs issues
uoon the recuest of the Vice Rresiaent for Acacemic
Affairs.
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Skills , knowl edge , and abilities necsssarv for position:

Demonstrated knowledge of human resources principles,
laws, state and federal regulations.

labor

Knowledge of compensation plans.
3.

Ability to research and analyze various issues and present in
comprehensive manner.

4.

Experience in staff development training and creation
course content.

■

Familiar with pedagogical principles.
Ability no organization work co meet specific deadlines.

biliny to work on mul

3.

tasks simultaneously.

Excellent oral anc written communication skills.
to worn incepencently.

Eelz-disciplined, dependable,

i

13 .

communicate effectively with a diverse staff.

Ab ill

Knowledge of higher education organization anc ability to
communicate well with acacemic staff. r ami Id x with acacemic
recruitment procedures, appointments, concucz.
Demonszratec
skills
in
employee/employer arbitration.
tamtam equanimity
tamtam r. a rr.cnv

Maintain a
15 .

confId

resolution

anc

stressful situations.

zne worxpiace.

ozessicnal presence az all times .

Ab i 1 i y to exercise! yuegmenz anc ziscrenion in applying anc
c state ianc federal personnel guidelines.

Position Dual! ications:

Graduation from a four-year college anc four years or general
personnel experience or equivalent experience remonstrating zne
aoi
required knowledge ana anilities
.
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KENTUCKY WESLEYAN COLLEGE
JOB DESCRIPTION

Title:
Classification:
Supervised by:

Director of Personnel Services
Administrative Staff
Treasurer

General Responsibility:

Ad-mi nister all payroll and personnel
functions

Specific Responsibilities:

Process monthly, bi-weekly and student payrolls
according to schedule.

Complete ail federal, state and municipal tax,deposits
ana reporting requirements per regulations. “

Administer all staff and faculty benefit programs
including health and life insurance, retirement,
aisaoility insurance, etc..
Develop and maintain a comprehensive staff handbook of
college personnel policies and procedures. Provide
leadersnip in developing new or revising personnel
colicies co meet changing legislation and staff needs.

5.

Maintain records and submit reports in compliance wit
federal and state regulations associated with the
personnel function.
'Equal Employment Dppcrtunity,
Affirmative Action Employer, 5500 Benefits Reporting,
ect.:.
Direct all administrative and support staff recruitment
orocrams. Assist the Academia Dean ana faculty
recruitment efforts.
searon committees
Oversee aoministration of the college's performance
evaluation program for administrative ana support
staff.

3.

Zstaolisn consistent position classification ana aalar”
administrative guidelines for aamimstrative ana
support staff.

?.

Organize training sessions and informational worxsneps
to ennance staff development and performance.

■_o.

i

Assist with other Business Office responsibilities is
directed by the Treasurer (registration, stuaent
payroll distribution, etc.).
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ASBURY
C O L I. L-I G E
ASBURY COLLEGE
JOB DESCRIPTION

Director of Personnel and R.isk Management

^OO

Vice President fo

!

Business A fairs and Treasurer

To provide admini strative oversight of the personnel
function for administration, staff, and student employees,
co supervise the employee benefits program, to manage me
purcnasing and operation of all institutional insurance
coverage, and o work with all Asbury College employees ir
1 and reduce current insurance claims
order co
Asnury College and me potential
.re
exposure
claims.

Duties and Resnonsibilicies•

Assist and provide professional exnerrrse
me
definition of personnel and risk management policies.
Maintains compliance w ch federal and state
regulations, including cnose related co hazardous waste
management and safety.

Assist ana counsel supervisors and department heads
carrying r t related personnel pci. ties .
Supervise me appl natrons orocess
emolovees.

prospective

Assist ana counsel department heads
transfer, resignation, termination,
personnel.

one tiring,
retirement

Class:, y and reclassify staff positions according co
Updates all listings and
staff lassification system,
manual record-keeping for positions.

Recommend salary levels for new and reclassified
positions for staff and administrative personnel.
3 .

Maintain an appropriate □erscnnel hand Hicck outlining
pcl_cy ana benefits ana appropriately communicate mis
to employees.
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9.
10 .

Maintain personnel r

rds

Supervise the employee benefits program including
negotiation for various employee insurance coverage.

Communicate to employees the benefits package available
as an employee of Asbury College.
Produce a quarterly newsiet
Directs the C insomas Staff Banquet and assises wire
annual social events, picnics, etc.
14 .

Counsel with employees on questicns of specie!
coverage.

Assise in
coverage.

purenase

a_

insurance

insti

Supervise me maintenance
me processing of claims.

benefit

insurance po

les and

Define areas, policies, and items wnzen can be medifie
in order to reduce me riSK to me msci tutzcnal and
employee benefit insurance coverage.
13 .

Train and facilitate the staff development of personnel
grams suer. as
including regular, on-going
CCNNECT-ON programs, stress and management, secretarial
seminars, etc.
Responsible f
me Personnel oudeet
oudeet.

Perform steer duties as cezegatec
for Business Affairs.

cetera- oversignt oz
zonal fringe benefit
me

ce President

ns :

Co—ege uegree im mamr reiacec to personnel
administration . preferanlv graduate-level educati
per s enn e _, human resource administration.
Zxtenence

oerscnnei anc oer.ezizs administration .

-xperience wim personnel anc institutional insurance.

Selz - assurance,
creative.

Excellent

nigniy motivated,

self-direcced,

and written communication.
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Responses to Survey Question 27

Q27. What changes to you expect to occur in human resource development at
your institution by the year 2000?

•

To administer benefits accurately

•

More career development of employees

Preparing next generation of leadership

•

Training, development and career enhancement requests are expected, as well as
benefits information, to occur in human resource development at my institution

•

A more effective Human Resource Management program in the areas of wage and
salary administration, employee relations, employment practices, training and
development, benefits, safety and health concerns, records and reporting systems

•

More growth and little increase in staff

•

In the past, the College has been very static about its policies and programs.
While I do not expect that to change overnight, it would be my guess that they
will have to begin to do more in HRD in the future. As you can see, little is done
now.

•

To offer more to employees as benefits such as purchasing at discount more
discount tickets; wellness programs incorporated

•

I expect to have an assistant in the Human Resource Office by the year 2000 and
we will be able to do more training and development.

•

More computerized data will be available relative to all personnel

•

Less clerical involvement and much more planning, evaluating and legal updating

•

We may be able to have one full-time HR Manager to oversee all aspects of HRD

•

This position was just recently created and the duties are still evolving. It would
be difficult at this early stage to accurately answer questions 11-26.

•

We just implemented a series of 3 supervisory training sessions that will continue
into next semester. We hope to continue programs like them in the future,
targeting different groups of employees.

•

More time devoted to training

•

Unknown. Have been in position one week. Difficult to answer at this time.

r
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None
•

Major changes in benefits, technology, more turnover

•

More emphasis on training
More time managing diversity in the workplace issues

•

More programs offered to keep employees/supervisors informed about the
institution, policies, procedures, communication skills, etc.

•

Technology changes will continue: availability of data and management of MIS
information
Continued training to improve skills

•

Increased involvement in strategic planning
Increased use of technology

•

This is a very new position; I’m not sure where it will go, but I hope that it will
grow (and I will grow with it!).

•

Increased training in team management

•

Needs to go full-time ASAP

•

Unknown

•

Expect increase in emphasis on human resource development

•

More policy making, employee development and training

•

Increased emphasis on need for employee development will result in greater
formalization of the role of HRD

•

We anticipate breaking apart into two roles:
a) HR
b) Risk management/benefits

•

Individual access to HR through user-friendly, HR customized programs.
Employees can look at own file (deductions, performance, etc.) if have access to
terminal

•

More training, more in Spanish

•

More regulation, more mandated paperwork, more educating aging employee
population in areas such as retirement planning, etc.
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•

Extensive training and employee development increase

•

This is a new department here, only 1 year old. I expect responsibilities to
increase as we continue to centralize HR functions.

•

Increase in number of employees will result in the expansion of our personnel
department

•

New software

•

HR operations are scheduled to expand. Percentage of time spent in
administration of HR will become 95% (is now 51-75%)

•

Continued increase in responsibilities for areas not directly related to HR

•

Function will be assigned to a different individual; possibly a different unit

•

Hopefully an increase in training -- small liberal arts college — I am the first paid
person in this role

•

Re #16-27: At a small college such as ours with a one-person Personnel/Payroll
Department, it is difficult to answer these questions.

•

Full-time position

•

I expect we will have a full-time Human Resource Officer with 2 or 3 persons
working in the area.

•

Design model staff development program
Increase in training for all supervisors Develop multiple sources for recruiting
qualified, diverse applicants

Increase in training
Implement new compensation plan

•

Training and seminars for employees

•

A broader field of knowledge for employees in terms of selection for
employment. Higher quality of proficiency.

•

More focus & budget

•

Paradigm shifts in employment hirings, evaluation and incentive-based merit
programs

•

As you can see by the above definition of roles, I feel this office will continually
take on additional responsibilities as the school expands.

•

Personnel Coordinator hired
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•

New concepts in compensation inaugurated

•

More team-playing

•

Better technology installed & utilized

•

Human Resource Office
Human Resource Director

•

Will need additional help in taking care of human resource matters. Currently one
person handles it all.
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ROLE EXPECTATIONS

AND PREDICTIONS OF TRENDS
FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT
AT SMALL, PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

WITHIN THE SOUTHERN REGIONAL EDUCATION BOARD AREA

Beth Triplett

ABSTRACT
This study was designed to identify the role expectations, reporting hierarchy,
years in role and trends in human resource development as reported by the person

responsible for human resource development in small, private colleges and

universities within the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) geographic area.
The population for this study was all the four-year, private schools in Southern
Regional Education Board (SREB) states which were classified by Carnegie (Boyer,

1994) classifications as either: (a) Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and
Colleges II, (b) Baccalaureate (Liberal Arts) Colleges I, or (c) Baccalaureate (Liberal
Arts) Colleges II (N=200).
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Each institution in the sample was mailed a copy of the Human Resource
Development (HRD) Roles Survey, an instrument developed for the purpose of this

research. The Human Resource Development (HRD) Roles Survey was based on data

from the American Society for Training and Development (ASTD) delineations as
outlined in the Models for HRD Practice (McLagan & Suhadolink, 1989). The total

return rate for the study was 72% (n=143).
Human resource development is distinguished from human resource

management and is comprised of three primary, integrated components: training and
development, organization development and career development (McLagan, 1989).

The 11 roles defined by the Models for HRD Practice are the functional areas which

constitute HRD work: (a) Administrator, (b) Evaluator, (c) HRD Manager, (d) HRD

Materials Developer, (e) Individual Career Development Advisor, (f) Instructor/
Facilitator, (g) Marketer, (h) Needs Analyst, (i) Organization Change Agent, (j)
Program Designer and (k) Researcher (McLagan & Suhadolink, 1989).
Of the respondents, 69 institutions (48%) indicated that they assigned a person
to the human resource development role. The HRD administrator provided data as to

whether each of the 11 human resource development roles was expected of them, and
the percentage of time that the administrator spent performing the selected roles in the

last 30 days. In addition, respondents were asked to provide predictions as to how
human resource development would change on their campuses by the year 2000.
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Frequency distributions, percentage calculations and emergent category analyses were
performed to analyze the data.
Results of the study found that the time spent performing HRD roles varied
greatly by the role, with more expectations and emphasis on the Administrator role

and HRD Manager role and the least time spent on the Individual Career
Development Advisor role. Time spent in individual roles did vary according to the

number of years in the HRD field and according to the reporting hierarchy for the

HRD administrator.

Regarding future trends, the HRD administrators predicted that there would be
an increase in training and development, and that in general human resource

responsibilities and staffing would increase on their campuses. These forecasts are a

consequence of the changing educational paradigm and the transformation of the
workforce which is occurring in society.
In summary, current human resource development efforts at small, private
colleges and universities are minimal. This study will provide baseline data from

which to assess the role of HRD in higher education and will seek to fill the void in
research on how to utilize human resources to improve the effectiveness of colleges

and universities.
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